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Effective classroom management may be one of the most important skills a teacher
can possess. However, many teachers begin their careers lacking the expertise required
to run a classroom to maximize the potential for student academic success. With the
addition of legislation such as the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 and the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA) of 2004, teachers have
become increasingly accountable for the academic achievement of their students.
Numerous studies have found a direct link between effective classroom management
skills and higher academic achievement of students (Gresham, 2009; Oliver & Reschly,
2007; Strong, Ward & Grant, 2011; Wenglinsky, 2002). Teacher praise for appropriate
student behavior has been proven to be an effective classroom management strategy
(Villeda, Shuster, & Carter, 2016). The current study examined the effect of two types of
consultation (i.e., consultation only and consultation with performance feedback) on
increasing teacher’s skill levels in the use of behavior specific praise in an effort to
decrease student disruptions in the classroom. A multiple baseline A/B/B+C/ Follow-up
design was used to determine the effectiveness of the two consultation methods. Results

indicated that both consultation methods increased the teachers’ praise to correction
ratios and reduced the frequency of students’ disruptive behavior. Implications of the
study and future directions are discussed.

DEDICATION
This dissertation is dedicated to my parents who taught me at a young age that to
whom much is given, much is expected. This guiding principle has led me toward a life
of helping others. My parents’ love and support of me throughout my life has allowed
me to believe that no goal was unattainable and that I could become anything I desired, if
I continued to “stay the course.”

ii

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
There are so many people who have been instrumental in helping me attain the goal of
getting my Ph.D. in school psychology and I know I will never be able to properly thank
them all. First, I would like to thank my parents for their love and support of my decision
to return to graduate school later in my life. I am eternally grateful to my sister for being
there when I needed her to let me vent and to instinctively know when to ask, “How’s it
going with your dissertation?” and when NOT to ask! I am also thankful for my fourlegged furry children – Chloe, who was with me in the beginning, and Molly, who is with
me at the end of this journey. They both gave up many play sessions to sit lovingly by
my side during the hours I spent writing and reviewing research. Their eternal devotion
and unconditional love helped me get through the frustrating hours of writing this
dissertation.
A special thanks to my dissertation chair, Dr. Tawny McCleon, who stepped in when
my previous two chairs left the University.

I know you devoted many hours to helping

me through the dissertation process and I may not have always expressed how
appreciative I am for all you have done. I want to thank Drs. Henington, Justice, and
Gadke for serving on my dissertation committee. Your expertise and your patience in
waiting for me to finish are both greatly valued by me.
To Umbreen, Sara, Carlos, and Heather, who make up the best cohort in the world, I
thank you for allowing me to be a part of the team! I would not have wanted to go
iii

through graduate school with any different group of people. Our unique experiences as a
cohort have bonded us for life. Also, my heartfelt thanks is extended to Chris Klein, who
as an honorary member of our cohort, helped me more than he will ever know. I thank
you for the endless Saturday morning texts of support and for keeping me accountable.
As my office partner, you brightened my last 2 years of graduate coursework. We are
truly kindred spirits and we balance each other’s strengths well!
A heartfelt thank you goes to Susan Duran who provided emotional support at work
and offered to help with my work load when I was trying to juggle a full-time job while
collecting data and writing my dissertation. I would also like to thank Dr. Dale Bailey for
his periodic emails of support regarding my ability to complete my dissertation that
always seemed to come at a time when I needed it most. I can never thank Umbreen Iqbal
enough for all that she provides me. Her undying support and belief in me always lifts
me up. Our journey together through graduate school has been worth every frustrating
minute as it allowed me to gain a lifelong friendship in her that I will always cherish.
Lastly, but certainly not least, I want to express my heartfelt thanks and admiration to
Dr. Tony Doggett, my main professor through graduate school, my mentor, and now my
friend. You have taught me so much and been an influence that has truly changed my
life. Your encouragement of me throughout this program was exactly what I needed to
help me become the psychologist I am today. Your continued guidance and support of
me even after you left MSU has been something I appreciate more than you know. I will
never be able to repay you for leading me into the career of psychology that I love.

iv

TABLE OF CONTENTS
DEDICATION .................................................................................................................... ii
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ............................................................................................... iii
CHAPTER
I.

INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................1
Statement of the Problem ......................................................................................1
Significance of Study ............................................................................................5
Purpose of the Study ..............................................................................................7
Research Questions ...............................................................................................7

II.

REVIEW OF LITERATURE ...............................................................................9
Classroom Management ......................................................................................10
Classroom Management and Teacher Support ....................................................12
Teacher Preparation .......................................................................................13
Teacher Perceptions.......................................................................................13
Teacher Confidence and Self-Efficacy ..........................................................15
Classroom Management and Accountability.......................................................17
Behavioral Consultation ......................................................................................18
Behavior Modification Techniques/Positive Behavior Supports ........................22
Behavior Specific Praise and Behavioral Consultation .......................................25
Treatment Integrity/Performance Feedback ........................................................33
Performance Feedback with Goal Setting and Written Presentation ............34
Performance Feedback with Verbal and Visual Presentation .......................35
Performance Feedback with Visual Presentation ..........................................44
Treatment Acceptability ......................................................................................47
Summary..............................................................................................................52

III.

METHODOLOGY .............................................................................................55
Selection of Participants ......................................................................................55
Participants and Setting .......................................................................................56
Instruments ..........................................................................................................58
Dependent Variables ...........................................................................................59
Teacher Praise to Correction Ratios ..............................................................59
Disruptive Student Behaviors ........................................................................60
v

Independent Variables .........................................................................................61
Research Design ..................................................................................................61
Data Analysis.......................................................................................................62
Procedures ...........................................................................................................63
General Procedures ........................................................................................63
Intervention Procedures .................................................................................66
Baseline phase. ........................................................................................66
Intervention phase: Consultation only. ....................................................66
Classroom rules. ................................................................................67
Positive reinforcement /consequences. ..............................................67
Intervention phase: Consultation with feedback. ....................................68
Follow-up phase. .....................................................................................69
Data Collection Procedures ...........................................................................69
Inter-observer Agreement ....................................................................................70
Inter-scorer Agreement ........................................................................................71
IV.

RESULTS ...........................................................................................................72
Research Question One: Changes in Teachers’ Praise to Correction
Ratios .......................................................................................................73
Praise to Correction Ratios - Baseline ...........................................................73
Praise to Correction Ratios - Consultation Only ...........................................74
Praise to Correction Ratios – Consultation with Performance
Feedback. ...........................................................................................76
Praise to Correction Ratios - Follow-up. .......................................................77
Research Question Two: Changes in Students’ Disruptive Behavior .................81
Student Behaviors for Teacher A ..................................................................81
Baseline. ..................................................................................................81
Consultation only.....................................................................................84
Consultation with performance feedback. ...............................................84
Follow-up. ...............................................................................................85
Student Behaviors for Teacher B ..................................................................85
Baseline. ..................................................................................................85
Consultation only.....................................................................................87
Consultation with performance feedback. ...............................................87
Follow-up. ...............................................................................................88
Student Behaviors for Teacher C ..................................................................88
Baseline. ..................................................................................................88
Consultation only.....................................................................................89
Consultation with performance feedback ................................................91
Follow-up. ...............................................................................................91
Research Question Two: Changes in Students’ Disruptive Behavior
Related to .................................................................................................91
Teacher Use of Behavior Specific Praise Statements ..........................................91
Teacher A ......................................................................................................92
Baseline. ..................................................................................................92
vi

Consultation only.....................................................................................92
Consultation with performance feedback. ...............................................92
Follow-up. ...............................................................................................93
Teacher B.......................................................................................................94
Baseline ...................................................................................................94
Consultation only.....................................................................................94
Consultation with performance feedback. ...............................................95
Follow-up. ...............................................................................................95
Teacher C.......................................................................................................96
Baseline. ..................................................................................................96
Consultation only.....................................................................................97
Consultation with performance feedback. ...............................................97
Follow-up. ...............................................................................................98
Percentage of Non-Overlapping Data .................................................................99
Inter-observer Agreement ..................................................................................100
Inter-scorer Agreement ......................................................................................101
Treatment Acceptability ....................................................................................101
V.

DISCUSSION ...................................................................................................103
Overview of Findings ........................................................................................103
Research Question One -Teacher Praise to Correction Ratios ....................103
Research Question Two -Changes in Student Behaviors Compared to
Teacher Praise to Correction Ratios ................................................106
Limitations of Study ..........................................................................................111
Future Research .................................................................................................113
Summary and Implications ................................................................................115

APPENDIX
A.

FREQUENCY RECORDING DATA COLLECTION FORM ........................125

B.

INTERVENTION RATING PROFILE ............................................................128

C.

CONSULTATION SESSION HANDOUTS ...................................................131

D.

TEACHER BAR GRAPHS OF PRAISES AND CORRECTIONS ................138

E.

IRB APPROVAL EMAIL ................................................................................141

F.

CONSENT LETTER FOR PARTICIPANTS ..................................................143

vii

LIST OF TABLES
1

Praise to Correction Ratio Means by Phase .....................................................80

2

Mean of Frequency Count of Praise and Correction Statements by
Phase ....................................................................................................81

3

Means of Teacher A’s Praise to Correction Ratios and Targeted
Student Behaviors by Phase .................................................................94

4

Means of Teacher B’s Praise to Correction Ratios and Targeted
Student Behaviors by Phase .................................................................96

5

Means of Teacher C’s Praise to Correction Ratios and Targeted
Student Behaviors by Phase .................................................................98

6

Percentage of Non-overlapping Data by Teacher ............................................99

7

Percentage of Inter-observer Agreement by Teacher ....................................100

viii

LIST OF FIGURES
1.

Teachers A, B, and C’s praise to correction ratio across phases .....................79

2.

Targeted student behaviors across phases for Teacher A ................................83

3.

Targeted student behaviors across phases for Teacher B ................................86

4.

Targeted student behaviors across phases for Teacher C ................................89

ix

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Effective classroom management can be defined as the act of teachers managing their
classroom and students’ behavior to create an environment that is most conducive to
learning. Classroom management involves much more than addressing the discipline of
students. It involves the delivery of effective instructional techniques while avoiding
nonproductive and disruptive behaviors of students. Effective instruction and classroom
management are not separate entities. Instead, they are integrated concepts necessary for
an effective comprehensive classroom setting (Rathvon, 2008).
Classroom behavioral skills, such as attention to task, compliance, and nondisruptive
behavior, have been directly linked to improvements in academic performance (Shapiro,
2004). Academic achievement is significantly related to the amount of time allotted to
academic instruction. Effective teachers are able to maximize this instructional time by
eliminating or reducing competing off-task and disruptive behaviors (Rathvon, 2008). As
such, effective classroom management skills may be one of the most important and
powerful tools a teacher may possess.
Statement of the Problem
With the addition of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 and the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA) of 2004, greater
1

emphasis has been placed on improving the academic achievement of at-risk and disabled
students. These laws also point to teacher quality as a major factor in effecting student
achievement. Ineffective classroom management skills of teachers have been proven to
contribute to low achievement of at-risk students, as well as contributing to increased
referrals for special education services (Oliver & Reschly, 2007).
Many teachers often feel inadequately prepared to handle the challenging behaviors of
students they face in the classroom on a daily basis. Surveys of recent graduates of
university teacher education programs report that the number one area of concern among
new teachers is how to effectively manage their classrooms (Kizlik, 2008). Feelings of
inadequacy can create stressful environments for both the teachers and the students.
Because teachers who have problems managing student behavior are frequently
ineffective in the classroom; therefore, they are more likely to experience higher levels of
job stress. This can lead to teacher burnout and, as a result, many teachers leave the
profession (Oliver & Reschly, 2007). Improving teachers’ skills in effective classroom
management is imperative to the academic success of students and may decrease teacher
attrition rates.
Improving teachers’ effective classroom management skills requires a systematic
approach aimed at addressing skill deficits, replacing undesirable teaching behaviors, and
addressing resistance to change. Literature states that beginning teachers are often
reluctant to give up techniques with which they feel comfortable, even if those techniques
are proved ineffective. However, early intervention resulting in the acquisition and
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implementation of effective instructional techniques and classroom management can
have positive long-term career effects (Scheeler, Ruhl, & McAfee, 2004).
School-based consultation by school psychologists can be an effective approach to
helping teachers remediate skill deficits in the area of classroom management. However,
many school psychologists today are spread too thin. Nationally, the average ratio of
school psychologists to students is 1:1,500 but can range as high as 1:3,000 (Fagan &
Wise, 2007). Because of these constraints, time for one on one consultation with teachers
is often limited. Instead, school psychologists often address teacher skill deficits through
district-wide teacher in-service trainings on effective classroom management and
strategies to deal with disruptive students. While this type of consultation allows the
school psychologist to address higher numbers of teachers, a limitation is that it is not
individualized to each teacher which can result in poor treatment integrity and
acceptability impacting the effectiveness of interventions. Prior research has
demonstrated the effectiveness of direct behavioral consultation using both consultation
and performance feedback in remediating skill deficits in teachers (Scheeler et al., 2004).
Research indicates that many desirable teacher behaviors, including increasing the use of
praise, effective instructional techniques, effective use of time, and appropriate response
to incidents are subject to change through the use of consultation with performance
feedback (Noell, Witt, Gilbertson, Ranier, & Freeland, 1997; Noell et al., 2005; Scheeler
et al., 2004). Therefore, the question of how much direct consultation is needed to
effectively remediate teacher skill deficits and allow teachers to be able to sustain skills
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learned. The current study compares of two consultation methods to determine
effectiveness in changing the behavior of teachers and students.
In addition to teacher stress and burnout, teacher skill deficits in classroom
management often lead to increased incidence of students exhibiting disruptive behaviors
in the classrooms. Often teachers believe the role of the consultant is to remove the
student, “fix him”, and return the student to the classroom without the expectation of
having to substantially alter their own behavior to effect change in the student. Many
teachers find having to change their own behavior to be aversive; therefore, they may be
resistant to consultation strategies that suggests environmental contributors for student
disruptions (Butler, Weaver, Doggett, & Watson, 2002). As a result, treatment integrity
for the implementation of interventions to change teacher behaviors can be inadequate.
Much research has been conducted exploring treatment integrity for teachers in
implementing student interventions to change student behavior (Gresham, Gansel, &
Noell, 1993; Martens & McIntyre, 2009; Perepletchikova & Kazdin, 2005). However, a
gap exists in the literature that explores treatment integrity for teachers implementing
interventions to change their own behavior, which in turn results in a change in student
behavior. The present study attempts to fill the research gap by addressing the question
of whether disruptive student behavior can be decreased by changing the teacher’s
behavior in the use of behavior specific praise in the classroom.
Teacher praise for appropriate student behavior is an effective classroom management
strategy with a long and thorough history of empirical support (Dufrene, Lestremau, &
Zoder-Martell, 2014; Moore-Parin, et al., 2016; Villeda, Shuster, & Carter, 2016). The
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use of contingent praise to increase appropriate behavior has been shown to
simultaneously decrease disruptive behavior (Moore-Partin, Robertson, Maggin, Oliver,
& Wehby, 2010). While general praise statements can be reinforcing, to be most
effective, praise statements should be directly linked to the behaviors the teacher wishes
to increase. In other words, behavior specific praise provides students with specific
verbal feedback indicating approval of students’ academic or social behavior (Villeda,
Shuster, Magill, & Carter, 2016). When consistently used with treatment integrity,
behavior specific praise has been shown to increase instructional time, on-task behavior,
and correct academic responses (Dufrene et al., 2012; Dufrene, et al., 2014). It has also
been shown to decrease student disruptive behaviors creating a more positive and
productive classroom environment (Villeda et al., 2016). The current study explores the
effects of increasing teachers’ use of behavior specific praise on student disruptive
behavior across two consultation methods in the general education classroom.
Significance of Study
This study has the potential to contribute to the practice of consultation in the schools
by school psychologists. By changing teacher behaviors to decrease disruptive student
behaviors, the school psychologist could positively affect more students (i.e., through the
teacher’s preventative/proactive strategies of effective classroom management such as
effective praise to correction ratios) than by addressing each disruptive student
separately, thereby impacting time constraints, as well as resulting in a possible reduction
in the number of student behavioral referrals to the school psychologist. If a difference in
consultation methods is found to exist, consultants could benefit by understanding the
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effectiveness of consultation methods for addressing skill deficits in teachers and the
resulting behavioral outcomes of students. If consultants are able to identify which
consultation method is more effective and sustain a high degree of treatment integrity, the
consultant could reduce the amount of time needed for consultative services. Overall,
consultants could use this information to streamline efficiency while maximizing
effectiveness of consultations in the schools, as well as improving behavioral and
academic outcomes for students.
As previously stated, effective classroom management skills may be one of the most
important tools a teacher can possess and teachers who struggle with the effective
management of their classroom often experience students that engage in frequent
disruptive behaviors. An effective classroom management program often consists of a
myriad of components including pace of instruction, including pace of instruction,
effective instruction delivery, effective lesson planning, organization of instructional
materials, active supervision, appropriate transitions to activities, reinforcement for
appropriate behavior, and effective correction techniques (Rathvon, 2008). While
working with a teacher to develop effective classroom management skills can result in
lowered incidences of student disruptive behavior, remediating all of the components of
effective classroom management can be a time consuming task for a consultant.
Additionally, teachers can become overwhelmed when trying to remediate many different
components of an effective classroom management program resulting in decreased
treatment fidelity. The current study examined if changing only one component of an
effective classroom management package, such as increasing the use of behavior specific
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praise, could result in a significant decrease in student disruptions in the classroom. If
proven, this study could provide consultants with an effective remediation strategy for
decreasing student disruptive behaviors that may be more time efficient than trying to
remediate all components of an effective classroom management package with teachers.
Finally, this study utilizes behavioral techniques to train teachers in effective
classroom management skills, such as modeling, in-vivo practice, reinforcement, and
performance feedback. Consultants are not only modeling the appropriate behavioral
techniques, but also demonstrating how effective these techniques can be. Using
behavioral techniques and strategies to change teacher behavior allows teachers to
understand the importance of receiving performance feedback in altering behavior. This
may increase teachers’ willingness and ability to successfully implement behavioral
strategies and interventions with students in the future.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine the effectiveness of two consultation
methods (i.e., consultation only and consultation with performance feedback) in
increasing and maintaining acceptable levels of teacher performance in effective praise to
correction ratios as part of effective classroom management and decreasing disruptive
student behavior. The resulting effects on treatment integrity and student behavior
outcomes were measured for each behavioral consultation method in the school setting.
Research Questions
The following research questions were addressed:
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Research Question 1: Will there be sustained changes in teacher use of behavior specific
praise statements as measured by praise to correction ratios across the type of
consultation?
Research Question 2: Will there be changes in students’ behaviors related to changes in
teacher use of behavior specific praise statements?

8

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Effective classroom management may be one of the most important skills a teacher
can possess. However, many teachers begin their careers lacking the expertise required
to manage a classroom that is not only disciplined and efficient but also maximizes the
potential for student academic success (Clunies-Ross, Little, & Kienhuis, 2008; Giallo &
Little, 2003; Martin et al., 1999). An increase in family problems, drug abuse, economic
pressures, and rising numbers of violent crimes in America have all been contributing
factors to the elevated numbers of students with emotional and / or behavioral challenges
entering the classrooms today (Berliner, 2009; Reis, Colbert, & Hebert, 2004; Walker &
Sprague, 1999). This rise in challenging students has affected not only inexperienced
teachers’ ability to manage classrooms effectively, but has increased the anxiety levels of
veteran teachers in regards to effective classroom management as well.
Both consultation and performance feedback have proven to be effective methods for
remediating skill deficits in teachers (Noell et al., 2005; Noell et al., 2000; Martens et al.,
1997; Noell et al., 1997; Witt et al., 1997). Positive behavioral supports have also
received empirical support for producing effective change in behaviors. The current
study examined the role of a consultant in increasing teachers’ skill levels the use of
behavior specific praise and determined the effectiveness of consultation methods in
9

raising and maintaining acceptable teacher performance in this effective classroom
management strategy. The resulting effects on treatment integrity and student behavior
outcomes were measured for each behavioral consultation method in the applied setting.
In an effort to support this study and explore the benefits and rationale for
implementation, a review of literature of related studies was conducted. The purpose of
this literature review is to address the major theories, models, and concepts of classroom
management, behavioral consultation, behavior modification and positive behavioral
supports, treatment integrity, and treatment acceptability. Important literature bases and
relevant studies related to the topic, as well as any gaps in the literature will also be
discussed.
Classroom Management
Effective classroom management skills are viewed by many as the cornerstone of
effective teaching strategies. Before interventions can be designed to facilitate teachers
in learning effective classroom management techniques, the essential components of
effective classroom environment must be in place to enhance student outcomes. On the
topic of managing classrooms, Henington and Doggett (2010) outlined five areas that
should be addressed that foster a proficient classroom environment. The five areas
include: physical classroom structure; rules, schedules and procedures; managing
transitions; enhancing and maintaining student motivation; and tracking the effectiveness
of the procedures through data collection.
Physical arrangement of a classroom can have a direct effect on student behavior
(Henington & Doggett, 2010). Seating arrangements of at-risk students and proper
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placement of furniture to allow for ease of flow and instruction are important tools in
fostering student learning, cooperation, and enjoyment of the classroom.
Establishing structure through the use of rules, schedules, and procedures is key to
a successful learning environment. The authors stated the importance of not only
establishing effective classroom rules and procedures, but also effectively teaching and
reinforcing the rules and procedures until all students have mastered them. By effectively
conveying the teacher’s expectations to each student prior to the performance, the
students will be more able to adhere to these expectations. Henington and Doggett
(2010) suggested that rules, procedures, and routines should be taught for the first two
weeks of school and then retaught after a midyear break. Classroom rules should be
reviewed frequently and behavioral expectations should be outlined prior to every
activity.
Frequent occurrences during the school day that can result in a loss of learning
time are transitions between activities. Henington and Doggett (2010) suggested that
effective classroom managers limit the number of transition times in a day to reduce the
loss of teaching time. As disruptive behavior is more likely to occur during transitions,
effective classroom managers use direct instruction to teach the appropriate procedures
for the transition. Through the use of active teaching and rehearsal with feedback, the
students are more likely to respond appropriately during times of transition.
When low levels of student motivation are present, the likelihood of disruptive
student behavior is increased. As a result, it is important for effective classroom
managers to be proficient in techniques that can decrease the likelihood of problematic
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behaviors while increasing appropriate behavior. Henington and Doggett (2010)
suggested several behavioral techniques that may increase students’ motivation to follow
rules and procedures and increase on-task academic engagement. These methods include
differential reinforcement, individual and group contingencies, token economies,
behavior contracts and charts, time-out, and overcorrection procedures.
Classroom Management and Teacher Support
The ability to effectively manage students in the classroom is a critical factor in
the daily life of teachers. If teachers do not react appropriately to disruptive students,
valuable instructional time is lost for all students. High levels of stress in the workplace
can lead to teacher burnout (Oliver & Reschly, 2007). Burnout can be defined as a
psychological syndrome of emotional exhaustion and reduced personal accomplishment
that can occur in the workplace (Brouwers & Tomic, 2000). Teacher burnout can
manifest itself in high levels of stress, exhaustion, and negative attitudes and can lead to
an exit from the teaching profession.
People who doubt their abilities in a particular activity are quick to view the
activity as a threat they prefer to avoid (Bandura, 1997). Unfortunately, teachers who
doubt their ability to effectively manage a classroom cannot avoid this aspect of teaching.
Many teachers struggle with displaying effective classroom management skills due to
inadequate training (Little, 1999), misperception of student disruptive behaviors and lack
of self-confidence (Arbuckle & Little, 2004). Teachers who distrust their effective
classroom management abilities are at greater risk of losing their sense of teacher
efficacy and experiencing teacher burnout (Brouwers & Tomic, 2000).
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Teacher Preparation
Often, teachers do not feel adequately prepared in the area of classroom
management (Arbuckle & Little, 2004). Surveys of recent graduates of university teacher
education programs report that the number one area of concern among new teachers is
how to effectively manage their classrooms (Kizlik, 2008). Feelings of inadequacy can
create stressful environments for both the teacher and the students. Because teachers who
have problems with student behavior management are frequently ineffective in the
classroom, they are more likely to experience higher levels of job stress. High levels of
stress in the workplace can lead to teacher burnout and, as a result, many teachers leave
the profession (Oliver & Reschly, 2007). According to Arbuckle & Little (2004), out of a
sample of 400 teachers in the United States who decided to leave the teaching profession,
30% of the teachers chose to leave due to classroom management and discipline
concerns. Additionally, in another survey, 72% of a group of 60 experienced teachers
stated that they were underprepared or not prepared at all to manage behavior problems in
their initial teacher training (Little, 1999).
Teacher Perceptions
In addition to feeling underprepared, teachers who feel classroom management
problems are severe are more likely to leave the profession (Sokal, Smith, & Mowat,
2003). Recent research trends in the area of classroom management have included
studies that examine classroom behavior from the perspectives of most frequent
disruptive behaviors, the most troublesome disruptive behaviors, and the behaviors of
most concern to teachers (Arbuckle & Little, 2004). In a review of disruptive behavior
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literature, Arbuckle and Little found that teachers routinely report talking out of turn,
disturbing or hindering other students, and off-task behaviors as the most frequent and
most problematic disruptive behaviors. The authors found that the majority of the
research on student disruptive behaviors had been conducted on students and teachers in
the elementary school (kindergarten-4th grade) and high school (grades 9-12). In their
review of literature, Arbuckle and Little reported 33 to 62 percent of teachers in
elementary and secondary school reported talking out of turn as the most frequent or
troublesome disruptive behavior.
Additionally, research has shown both elementary and secondary teachers have
reported male students as more disruptive than female students resulting in varying
differences in the level of additional support in the classroom (Arbuckle & Little, 2004).
More specifically, Stephenson, Martin, and Linfoot (2000) suggested that additional
management strategies are needed for 5% of male students and 2% of female students in
the average classrooms.
In their 2004 study, Arbuckle and Little conducted a survey of 96 Australian
elementary through high school teachers to explore the relationship between the variables
of student behaviors perceived as disruptive, behavior management strategies and
supports, and teaching experience and confidence. The authors reported that the teachers
perceived male students as more disruptive than female students and that 18.2% of male
students were considered to possess behavior severe enough that teachers needed
additional support. Concordantly, the teachers reported only 7.25% of female students in
an average class exhibited behavior severe enough to warrant additional support.
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Additionally, the authors found a difference between teachers across grade levels. While
there was an increase in males with disruptive behaviors noted from upper elementary to
middle school years, there was no similar increase in females with disruptive behaviors.
When comparing the percentages of elementary, middle, and secondary teachers needing
additional support for disruptive student behaviors, secondary school teachers reported
higher levels of need for support.
Teacher Confidence and Self-Efficacy
Arbuckle and Little (2004) also examined the relationship of teacher confidence
and classroom management skills. With regard to confidence of teachers, 47.9% of the
teachers completed question regarding confidence and the results indicated teachers’
confidence appeared to decrease as hyperactivity and disobedience in male students
increased. Again, the authors surmised that less confident teachers may have more
difficulty in managing disruptive behaviors which may lead to a decrease in teacher
confidence (2004).
Brouwers and Tomic (2000) conducted a study to examine the directions and time
frame of the relationships between perceived self-efficacy in classroom management and
teacher burnout. The participants were 558 secondary teachers in the Netherlands who
were given surveys at two points in time with a time lag of five months between the
surveys. Burnout was measured using the Maslach Burnout Inventory for Teachers,
which is a questionnaire of 20 items that the teachers rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale.
The second survey, administered five months later, was the Self-Efficacy Scale for
Classroom Management and Discipline. This questionnaire included 14 items measured
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on a 6-point Likert-type scale to assess perceived self-efficacy in classroom management.
Analysis of the surveys was conducted with a structural equation modeling (SEM)
procedure with maximum likelihood estimation utilizing the AMOS 3.6 computer
program employed to determine the most likely direction and time-frame of the
relationships between perceived self-efficacy and the three burnout dimensions.
According to the authors, the results of the study showed an effect of emotional
exhaustion on perceived self-efficacy. In other words, the more emotionally exhausted
the teacher, the less confidence in the teacher’s skill level of effective classroom
management. Likewise, the authors found that the more emotionally exhausted teachers
are, the poorer their performances will be. The authors of the study also discovered a
relationship between depersonalization and perceived self-efficacy that was the reverse
direction of the relationship between emotional exhaustion and self-efficacy.
Depersonalization was defined for this study as referring to a cold, cynical, and distant
attitude towards work and the students (Brouwers & Tomic, 2000). For example, the
more teachers were able to depersonalize their stress, the higher their perceived selfefficacy.
In relation to time frames, Brouwers and Tomic (2000) found that emotional
exhaustion is a long-term stress reaction and can, over time, effect perceived selfefficacy; whereas the relationship between personal accomplishment and perceived selfefficacy in classroom management was synchronous. The results of this study suggest
that it is important to take perceived self-efficacy in effective classroom management into
consideration when devising interventions to prevent and treat teacher burnout.
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Given the findings of previous research, it is imperative that teachers have
appropriate strategies to effectively manage students with disruptive behaviors. Effective
classroom management skills are paramount to the success of the classroom environment
and the successful delivery of those skills to teachers will not only increase their
confidence in their abilities reducing teacher stress, but also decrease student disruptive
behavior. By training teachers how to effectively deal with disruptive student behavior
and giving teachers feedback on their performance of effective classroom management
skills, teachers could raise their perceived self-efficacy and may be able to manage
classrooms with more confidence. By providing teachers with social support as well as
increasing their self-efficacy in classroom management, effective interventions for
teachers could have a positive impact on reducing teacher burnout.
Classroom Management and Accountability
With the increasing focus on educational accountability through legislation such as
NCLB, it is important to track the effectiveness of procedures through data collection.
Through the use of the data-based problem solving model known as response to
intervention (RTI), effective classroom managers can rely upon empirically collected
data to make decisions about the effectiveness of interventions and procedures designed
to enhance the learning environment of the students. This documentation can track the
intervention, the integrity with which it is implemented, and the progress monitoring of
its effectiveness (Henington & Doggett, 2010).
Emmer, Evertson, and Anderson (1990) conducted a study to determine differences in
how effective classroom managers begin their school year as opposed to less effective
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classroom managers. The authors used narrative records (Classroom Narrative Records),
observations, and rating scales (Component Ratings and Student Engagement Ratings) to
collect data daily during the first three weeks of the school year to compare 37 third grade
teachers in eight elementary schools. After initial daily data were collected for three
weeks, observations were decreased to once per month for the remainder of the school
year. Upon examination of the data, the teachers were divided into two groups, effective
managers and less effective managers. The authors found that while both effective and
less effective classroom managers had rules and procedures for their classes, the effective
managers spent more time systematically teaching the rules and procedures to the
students than their less effective counterparts. The effective managers gave clear and
specific directions and closely monitored the total group. They introduced procedures
and content gradually. In opposition, less effective managers presented rules with a
single presentation, had rules that were vague, and were ineffective monitors of their
students. Additionally, the overall management of the ineffective managers was
characterized by less apparent consequences for appropriate and inappropriate behavior
that were not delivered quickly enough and were often nonspecific. In opposition, more
effective managers had a higher quality of leadership in managing behavior and
instruction, and provided consequences of appropriate and inappropriate behavior in a
quicker, clearer, and more consistent manner than their less effective counterparts.
Behavioral Consultation
School-based consultation by school psychologists can be an effective approach
to helping teachers remediate skill deficits in the area of effective classroom
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management. However, many school psychologists today are spread too thin. As
previously mentioned, nationally, the average ratio of school psychologists to students is
1:1,500 but can range as high as 1:3,000 (Fagan & Wise, 2007). Because of these time
constraints, time for one on one consulting with teachers is often limited. Instead, school
psychologists often address teacher skill deficits through district-wide teacher in-service
trainings on effective classroom management and strategies to deal with disruptive
students. While this type of consultation allows the psychologist to address higher
numbers of teachers, a limitation is that it is not individualized to each teacher which can
result in less effective interventions and poor treatment integrity and acceptability.
As it is impossible for school psychologists and other consultants with expertise
in the field of behavior management to provide direct intervention services to all students
exhibiting disruptive behaviors in classrooms, school-based behavioral consultation
approaches are being acknowledged as a viable and acceptable means of service delivery
to educational disciplines. Consultation can be defined as an indirect problem solving
approach between a consultant (i.e., school psychologist) and a consultee (i.e., teacher) to
address concerns presented by a client (i.e., students; Sheridan, Welch, & Orme, 1996).
Consultation should include the key components of indirect and problem-solving
emphasis, a collegial and voluntary nature, and an attention to process and outcome.
Behavioral consultation, which emerged from the general human services
consultation utilizes behavior modification techniques within a problem-solving
framework (Erchul & Shulte, 2009). Whereas other consultation models emphasize a
dichotomous and collaborative relationship between the consultant and the consultee,
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behavioral consultation models focus on a triadic relationship involving the consultant,
the consultee, and the client. Instead of primarily supporting and assisting the consultee,
the behavior consultant’s responsibilities include helping the consultee with a current
problem and offering additional skills and insights that will enhance the future
functioning of the consultee (Erchul & Shulte, 2009). As a result, the consultant may
provide direct training of the consultee in intervention implementation for the purpose of
providing technical support so the consultee can implement the intervention with
confidence and integrity (Noell & Witt, 1998).
John Bergan’s model of behavioral consultation uses a systematic problemsolving approach combined with the strategies and elements of behavior analysis to
develop interventions and evaluate outcomes (Bergan, 1977). Bergan’s four-stage model
of behavioral consultation includes the stages of problem identification, problem analysis,
plan implementation, and problem evaluation. These stages will be discussed in further
detail below.
In the first stage, problem identification, an accurate analysis of the problem is
performed. Usually accomplished through the use of interviews and observation, the
problem identification stage identifies a problem area to target, defines the problem in
observable terms, and begins to identify environmental conditions surrounding the
problem (Erchul & Shulte, 2009). In the second stage of behavioral consultation, the
problem behavior is further analyzed and an intervention, or plan is designed to address
the controlling variables. This stage is followed by plan implementation during which
the intervention is implemented. Three important considerations during plan
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implementation include determining whether the consultee has the skills needed to
implement the intervention with integrity, monitoring data collection and overall plan
implementation, and determining the need for plan revisions (Erchul & Shulte, 2009). It
is important to note that an intervention that is not implemented correctly or does not
adequately address the problem will most likely not be effective (Noell & Witt, 1998).
Therefore, it is imperative that the intervention be monitored carefully to ascertain its
effectiveness.
The final stage of the behavioral consultation model is problem evaluation. Often
called plan evaluation, this stage occurs after the intervention has been in place long
enough to determine if there has been a desired change in behavior. This stage assesses
the effectiveness of the plan as well as discusses continuation, modification, or
termination of the plan (Erchul & Shulte, 2009).
Behavioral consultation models follow the evidence-based principles of applied
behavior analysis. Implemented widely by school-based professionals, this model is
highly researched in school-based consultation and is generally regarded as an effective
model, (Erchul & Shulte, 2009). However, behavior consultation models are not without
their critics. Because the consultant is working with the client (i.e., student) in an indirect
method, obtaining a valid behavioral analysis and accurate implementation of
interventions can be more difficult as these tasks are being completed by an untrained
behavior analyst (i.e., teacher; Noell & Witt, 1998). Another criticism of behavioral
consultation models is that they are too client centered, often to the detriment of the
consultee’s professional development (Erchul & Shulte, 2009).
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Even with its critics, is behavioral consultation considered to be an effective
model of consultation in the schools? In their review of 10 years of outcome research in
the field of educational consultation, Sheridan et al., (1996) found that consultation
seemed to produce positive results approximately three fourths of the time. The authors
also stated that while school-based outcome research is improving, there is still a lack of
studies that report follow-up data to ensure that treatment integrity and/or acceptability of
interventions has been effective.
Noel and Witt (1998) suggested that future research in the area of behavioral
consultation needed to examine methods of obtaining data for problem identification and
progress monitoring that are time efficient, reliable, and have treatment validity. They
argued that while applied behavioral research continually explores data collection
methods, the focus should be on methods that are time efficient. As time is always a
precious commodity in the field of school-based behavioral consultation, researching new
service delivery methods that are streamlined and time-efficient without sacrificing
quality and effectiveness would be of great benefit.
Behavior Modification Techniques/Positive Behavior Supports
As previously stated, behavioral consultation utilizes behavioral and modification
techniques within the framework of problem-solving (Erchul & Shulte, 2009). Behavior
modification techniques are based on empirical research in the experimental analysis of
human behavior, or applied behavior analysis. These techniques involve specific changes
in environmental events that are functionally related to the behavior (Miltenberger,
2008). Reinforcement, extinction, punishment, and shaping are behavioral modification
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techniques that can be effective methods of changing target behavior in the school
setting. Behavioral consultation regularly incorporates the use of behavior modification
techniques to successfully achieve behavioral change.
By incorporating behavior modification techniques into school-based behavioral
interventions school psychologists can reduce problem behavior and increase desired
behavior by changing the conditions surrounding their occurrence (Martens & McIntyre,
2009). These techniques often manipulate the antecedents and consequences of the
problem behavior to achieve a desired change. In the classroom setting, teachers often
serve as the treatment agent and may be asked to change their behavior for at least part of
the school day in order to adhere to previously agreed upon intervention procedures
(Martens & McIntyre, 2009).
Often teachers are unaware of the effect their actions have on the behavior of their
students. Many teachers assume that if a student in their classroom is exhibiting
problematic behavior then the students must have a problem at home. However, much
research in the area of behavior modification has shown that many student disruptive
behaviors can be effectively managed by teachers controlling their own responses
(Thomas, Becker, & Armstrong, 1968).
Frequently the focus of behavioral consultation is on individual students as targets
of interventions instead of focusing on changing the classroom environment (Reinke,
Lewis-Palmer, & Merrell, 2008). Approaches such as Positive Behavioral Supports
(PBS) emphasize a system change in the prevention and reduction of problem behaviors
(Sugai & Horner, 2002). In a recent article, Sugai and Horner (2002) outlined the need
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for and features of a proactive, preventative whole-school approach to discipline known
as Positive Behavior Support (PBS). The authors characterized five basic steps to the
implementation of a successful school-wide PBS approach. These steps include: a)
establishing a leadership team, b) securing school-wide agreements and supports, c)
developing data-based action plans, d) arranging for high fidelity of implementation, and
e) conducting formative data-based monitoring. Additionally, the authors stated that a
successful PBS program represents a balanced integration of the following four key
elements: a) clearly defined and socially important outcomes for students and teachers,
b) research-validated practices, c) data-based decision making processes, and d) systems
that support high fidelity implementation (Sugai & Horner, 2002).
Using the PBS systems approach, targeting the class-wide system to increase
effective classroom management skills delivered to all students is a more efficient use of
consultation services than targeting each individual student with behavioral and/or
academic challenges (Reinke, Lewis-Palmer, & Merrell, 2008).
Positive behavioral supports are a proactive prevention model that can be very
effective in achieving desired behavior change. Unfortunately, the majority of
educational classrooms tend to use a reactive rather than proactive intervention model. In
a reactive model, nothing is implemented until the problem behavior has occurred (Sugai
& Horner, 2002). In other words, teachers are waiting for students to do something
wrong rather than teaching them to do something right. Zero-tolerance policies and a
continuum of punishment consequences for rule violations such as school discipline
ladders are examples of common reactive systems in place today. While these reactive
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responses may appear to be associated with immediate and short-term reductions in
serious problem behavior, they have been ineffective in creating more sustained positive
school environments that prevent the development and occurrence of problematic student
behavior over the long term (Sugai & Horner, 2002). Proactive strategies, on the other
hand, focus on antecedents rather than consequences. Research suggests that punishment
and exclusion of disruptive students are ineffective when used without a proactive
support system (Sugai & Horner, 2002).
Behavior Specific Praise and Behavioral Consultation
As previously mentioned, effective classroom managers spend more time teaching
the rules and providing consistent consequences of appropriate behavior and
inappropriate behavior than less effective managers (Emmer, Evertson & Anderson,
1990). Numerous studies have shown that positive social attention delivered by the
teacher for appropriate behavior has been linked to improved student behavior (Pisacreta,
Tincani, Connell, & Axelrod, 2011; Reinke, Lewis-Palmer, & Merrell, 2008; Dufrene,
Lestremau, & Zoder-Martell, 2014). One delivery method of social attention by a teacher
is verbal praise and it is universally recommended as an effective method to increase
students’ academic achievement and appropriate social behaviors in the classroom (Lee
& Axelrod, 2005). More specifically, the relationship between teachers’ use of behavior
specific praise and students’ appropriate behavior has a stronger relationship than the use
of general praise (Villeda, Shuster, & Carter, 2016). Therefore, a high ratio of behavior
specific praise to correction is regarded as best practice within effective classroom
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management literature. However, often teachers commonly overuse reprimands and
underuse praise when trying to manage classrooms (Gable, et al., 2009).
In comparison to positive measures, teachers who use higher rates of corrections
and other reactive strategies to remediate inappropriate behavior tend to have higher rates
of disruptive student behavior (Clunies-Ross et al., 2008). Teachers who rely heavily on
reprimands and punishment often do so due to lack of training in effective classroom
management techniques and strong cultural forces within education that support
punishment (Maag, 2001). Despite these findings, many teachers fail to accurately
implement best practice interventions due to lack of training (Hiralall & Martens, 1998).
However, once provided with training, many teachers fail to implement the skills with
integrity and maintain skills over time (Noell et al., 2000). Therefore, it is imperative for
consultants to identify behavioral consultation methods that result in skill acquisition of
using behavior specific praise and allow for sustained implementation.
Dufrene, Lestremau, & Zoder-Martel (2014) conducted a study to evaluate the
effectiveness of direct behavioral consultation in increasing teachers’ use of behavior
specific praise and the resulting outcome on student behaviors. Two teachers of
alternative elementary school classrooms were selected to participate. The teachers were
selected to participate following an integrity evaluation in which both teachers were
identified as being deficit in their use of behavior specific praise. Specifically, both
teachers failed to deliver one praise statement per minute. The alternative school
program in which both teachers taught included a system-wide token economy and level
system similar to the program employed by Father Flannigan’s Girls and Boys Town.
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Both teachers were Caucasian, however, Teacher 1 had a master’s degree in education
and over 25 years of teaching experience, whereas Teacher 2 had a bachelor’s degree in
education with only 5 years of teaching experience. The dependent variable was the
teachers’ rate of praise which was measured manually using observational coding forms.
The frequency of praise statements was recorded in 10 second intervals for 20 minutes.
An additional dependent variable was the students’ disruptive behavior. For the purposes
of this study, disruptive behavior included noncompliance, inappropriate vocalizations,
out of seat behaviors, and off-task behaviors. Disruptive student behaviors were recorded
for occurrence in the same manner as praise. To obtain a sample of the entire class’s
behavior, four students were randomly selected each day for observation. The four
students were then alternated in observation so that student 1 was observed for a 10
second interval, student 2 was observed for the next 10 second interval, and so on. A
multiple baseline design across teachers was used to evaluate the training procedures.
Dufrene et al., (2014) evaluated the teachers in three phases, Indirect Training,
Direct Behavioral Consultation, and Maintenance. In the Indirect Training Phase,
teachers received a single one-on-one training session with a consultant who provided
instruction for using behavior specific praise. The indirect training session lasted
approximately 30 minutes per teacher. In the Direct Behavior Consultation Phase, the
consultant provided the teachers with real-time prompts via a bug-in-the-ear device to
prompt accurate implementation of behavior specific praise. The consultant provided the
prompt in the exact words the teacher should use so the teacher could repeat verbatim
what the consultant was saying. Prompts for praise were provided once per minute
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unless the teacher had already delivered an appropriate praise statement independently.
During the Maintenance Phase, no prompts for behavior specific praise were provided
and feedback was not provided regarding performance. Observations were conducted in
the same manner as during baseline. If following Direct Behavior Consultation Phase,
the teacher did not maintain an increased rate of behavior specific praise, the Direct
Behavior Consultation Phase was reinstated with performance feedback added at the end
of each observation. Performance Feedback sessions were provided immediately prior to
the next observation. Feedback sessions included both verbal and visual feedback of
data. Only Teacher 1 participated in this extra training phase.
Results of this study revealed that both teachers were delivering low rates of
praise statements throughout baseline. Rates of praise statements during baseline ranged
from 0 to 0.35 statements per minute. Student disruptive behaviors, though variable,
trended upward and ranged between 0.6 to 3.2 disruptions per minute. When Direct
Behavior Consultation Phase was implemented there was an immediate increase in the
rate of behavior specific praise to a mean of 0.94 statements per minute. As behavior
specific praise increased, students’ disruptive behavior decreased with a mean rate of 1.6
disruptive behaviors per minute. With Teacher 1, when Direct Behavior Consultation
was terminated, there was an immediate decrease in the rate of behavior specific praise
which also resulted in an increase in student disruptive behaviors. However, when Direct
Behavior Consultation with Performance Feedback was implemented, there was a
resumed increase in the rate of behavior specific praise accompanied by a decrease in
student disruptive behaviors. Teacher 1 maintained gains in behavior specific praise rates
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while students maintained decreases in disruptive student behaviors at a 1 month follow
up.
Teacher 2 had similar results as Teacher 1, however, she did not require an additional
Direct Behavioral Consultation Phase with Performance Feedback. Following the initial
Direct Behavioral Consultation Phase, Teacher 2 was able to maintain increased rates of
behavior specific praise at a 1 month follow up following the initial phase.
Dufrene et al., (2014) noted that despite the relationship between behavior
specific praise and disruptive behavior, there were occasional spikes in student disruptive
behavior seemingly unrelated to the levels of behavior specific praise. It was
hypothesized that the variability of student disruptive behavior may be related to the
higher degree of variability inherent in the behavior of children with emotional and
behavioral disorders.
While Dufrene et al., (2014) provided evidence that increasing the use of behavior
specific praise by teachers can decrease student disruptive behaviors in the classroom,
how much praise is necessary is subject to debate. Recommendations vary on the
optimal praise to correction ratio in the classroom. A ratio of 4:1 praises to corrections
was recommended by Trussell (2008) for an optimal effect on student learning and
behavior. Sugai (2008), however, recommended a 6-8:1 praise to correction ratio. As
such, little research has been conducted to examine the effects of training teachers to
provide a specific ratio of praise to correction in the classroom. Additionally, these
relatively high ratios may be difficult to achieve for teachers who typically provide very
little praise (Pisacreta et al., 2011).
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To determine if lower ratios of praise to correction ratios may be effective in
impacting student behavior, Pisacreta et al., (2011) conducted a study to evaluate the
effects of training, including modeling and performance feedback, to increase general
education teachers’ praise to behavior correction ratios in the classroom. Student
behavior was also measured to evaluate the effects of increasing teacher praise to
correction ratios. Because the teachers participating in the study had close to zero levels
of contingent praise during baseline, a 1:1 praise to correction ratio was targeted. Three
research questions were targeted in the study: (1) Can teachers maintain a 1:1 praise to
correction ratio with training and performance feedback? (2) Is a 1:1 praise to correction
ratio sufficient to decrease disruptive student behaviors? (3) Do any increases in teachers’
use of 1:1 praise to correction ratio generalize to classrooms where no training occurs?
Three teachers in grades six through eight were selected to participate in the
study. All three teachers had requested consultation for assistance in managing the high
rates of disruptive behaviors in their classrooms. Two of the teachers were male with 2.5
years of experience teaching. The third teacher was female with 11 years teaching
experience.
Dependent variables for the study were student disruptive behaviors, teacher
praise, and teacher corrections. Student disruptive behaviors included inappropriate
vocalizations, out of seat behavior, and throwing materials. A multiple baseline across
participants design was used to assess the relationship between teacher and student
behaviors.
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The study consisted of four phases, Baseline, Modeling and Performance
Feedback, Feedback Only, and Generalization. In Modeling and Performance Feedback
the consultant trained the teachers to implement a 1:1 praise to correction ratio by
modeling for teachers how and when to praise students. The consultant walked around
the classroom providing contingent behavior specific verbal praise to students following
classroom rules. Then the consultant walked to the back of the room and provided
gestural and verbal prompts for the teacher for 20 minutes. At the end of 20 minutes, the
consultant gave performance feedback on each teacher’s performance implementing the
1:1 praise to correction ratio. In the Performance Feedback Only Phase, the conditions
were identical to the previous phase except no modeling was provided to the teachers.
Performance feedback was provided once per week in the form of visual and verbal
feedback. In the Generalization Phase, data were collected on teacher praise to correction
ratios and student disruptive behaviors in three of the same teachers’ classrooms where
no training occurred (Piscreta et al., 2011).
Results from the study showed that throughout baseline, all three teachers
demonstrated low levels of behavior specific praise with praise to corrections ratios for
all teachers measured below 1:1. With modeling and performance feedback, each teacher
significantly increased the ratio of praise to correction. Average ratios in this phase
ranged from 1.1:1 to 1.9:1. Additionally, each teacher maintained the criterion of 1:1
praise to correction ratio throughout the phase. In the feedback only phase, all teachers
continued to maintain higher levels of praise to correction ratio compared to baseline.
Regarding student disruption, during baseline, in all teachers’ classrooms, students
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demonstrated high levels of disruptive behavior. Student disruptions ranged from 22% of
intervals to 40% of intervals. With the introduction of modeling and performance
feedback, student disruptive behavior decreased in all three classrooms. Disruptive
behavior dropped to an average range of 8% to 23%. In the feedback only condition, two
of the teacher’s classrooms continued to maintain lowered levels of disruptive behavior.
One teacher’s classroom initially engaged in higher levels of disruption during feedback
but eventually returned to lower levels. During Generalization, two of the three teachers
increased their use of 1:1 praise to correction ratio with other classes that were not
involved in training. Overall, Pisacreta et al., (2011) determined that the results of the
study suggested that general education teachers who gave little verbal praise before the
intervention were able to maintain a 1:1 ratio of praise to corrections and that there was a
functional relationship between higher ratios of praise to correction and reductions in
student disruptive behavior in the training setting. Implications of this study indicate that
the data demonstrated that lower ratios of praise to correction than the recommended 4:1
and 6-8:1 (Trussell, 2008; Sugai, 2008) are sufficient to decrease student disruption to
manageable levels. Because struggling teachers with little to no training on the use of
verbal praise on contingent behavior may find it difficult to implement praise to
correction ratios with higher levels, implementation of an increase of only 1:1 may be
more attainable and may provide sufficient results in the reduction of student disruptive
behaviors (Pisacreta et al., 2011). Additionally, since follow-up data was not collected to
assess whether teachers were able to maintain the use of 1:1 praise to correction ratio, the
authors of the study suggested the new for future research that addressed the maintenance
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of skill levels to evaluate whether the 1:1 praise to correction ratio becomes embedded in
the teachers’ repertoire of effective classroom management skills. The current study
attempts to extend the findings of Pisacreta et al., (2011) by conducting observations in a
Follow-up Phase to explore that question.
In summary, training teachers to use behavior specific praise during direct
behavioral consultation has been shown to reduce student disruptive behaviors of
elementary students and to assist with teacher skill acquisition. Also, consultation
methods involving modeling and performance feedback have been shown to be effective
in increasing teachers’ behavior specific praise to correction ratios.
Treatment Integrity/Performance Feedback
As previous sections discussed the importance of behavioral consultation as an
effective and common model of service delivery in the school-based setting for
developing treatment plans, assuring correct plan implementation to achieve desired
results can often be a more challenging endeavor. Because the consultation process is
time consuming, it is imperative that the interventions that result from the consultation
process lead to desired outcomes. In a review of over twenty years of behavioral analysis
research, Foxx (1996) stated that to achieve success, 10% of effort should be used to
develop the intervention while 90% of effort should be devoted to figuring out how to
ensure that the plan is implemented correctly. In other words, in regards to interventions,
treatment integrity is paramount.
Treatment integrity can be defined as the degree to which an intervention is
implemented as it was intended (Gresham, 2009). Even the best designed interventions
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are useless if not implemented correctly and ensuring correct implementation is often a
more difficult task than intervention development. Often the problem with intervention
implementation can be equated to the broader problem of adult behavior change (Noell et
al., 2005). When teachers are required to implement an intervention, the performance
behaviors needed to do so may be novel, effortful, may require resources or skills the
teacher lacks, and may exist in a classroom environment where multiple demands are
competing for the teacher’s attention. Consequently, strategies, such as performance
feedback, aimed at enhancing adult behavior change may be necessary to achieve
successful treatment integrity.
Performance feedback can be defined as the monitoring of a target behavior and
providing feedback to the individual regarding that behavior (Noell et al., 2005).
Additional elements such as goal setting, performance contingencies, and graphic
displays can increase the efficacy of performance feedback.
Performance Feedback with Goal Setting and Written Presentation
As previously mentioned, goal setting and contingency contracting are
performance feedback methods that have been researched as possible enhancers to
treatment integrity. A study by Martens, Hiralall, and Bradley (1997), examined the
effects of goal setting and feedback applied to teacher behavior to produce desired
changes in student behavior through consultation. Three student behaviors (attending to
instruction, attention to task, and responding to questions) and one teacher behavior
(teacher praise) were identified as target behaviors. The participants were elementary
special education students in a self-contained classroom for children with emotional
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disturbances. The teacher in this study was a special education teacher. The
experimental design used in this study was a multiple baseline across subjects design
with two phases, baseline and goal setting plus feedback. After baseline data were
collected on the student and teacher behaviors, the goal setting plus performance
feedback phase was implemented. During this phase, the teacher helped the students
select a goal and identified praise as the reinforcer for the students. The teacher was
shown her baseline data on delivery of praise statements and a goal was set to double the
rate. After each observation, the teacher was given a feedback note at the beginning of
the next session indicating whether she met her stated goal and her efforts were praised.
The teacher did not have any face to face contact with the consultant during the
performance feedback phase. The data results indicated that the desired behavior of the
students increased and became more stable after the goal setting and performance
feedback phase for the teacher was implemented. The authors found that the
performance feedback note reminded the teacher to implement the intervention (e.g.,
increased use of praise statements) to change the student behaviors. Because this study
combined two treatments, goal setting and performance feedback, it was impossible to
determine which may have been more influential (Martens et al., 1997).
Performance Feedback with Verbal and Visual Presentation
The impact of performance feedback on the implementation of a reinforcementbased treatment was examined in a 1997 study by Witt, Noell, LaFleur, and Mortenson.
The authors selected four female teachers who sought assistance each with a targeted
male student because of academic performance problems. Using a nonconcurrent
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multiple baseline design, data pertaining to student academic performance prior to
treatment was collected by each teacher. Each of the four students was assess by a
consultant to ensure that the child had a performance problem rather than a skill deficit.
Once assessment was complete, an appropriate intervention was designed for each
teacher to implement with the student. The consultant then reviewed the assessment
results, recommended the intervention, and once agreed upon by the teacher, trained the
teacher on its effective implementation. The consultant also provided the teacher with all
materials necessary to implement the intervention. On the first day of implementation,
the consultant assisted the teacher with correct implementation of the intervention when
needed. During a post-training baseline, the teacher implemented the intervention
independently. Each step of implementation of the intervention produced permanent
products to assess successful implementation. At the end of each day, research assistants
gathered the permanent products to evaluate each teacher’s treatment integrity of the
intervention. In a performance feedback phase, the consultant met with the teacher daily
to provide data on the student’s academic performance and the teacher’s treatment
integrity. Data were provided to the teacher both verbally and visually through
computer-prepared graphs. The consultant reviewed any missed treatment steps and
suggested methods of improvement. Lastly, the consultant conducted a maintenance
phase in which the teacher independently implemented the intervention with no
performance feedback from the consultant.
The authors reported that all four teachers implemented the interventions with
100% treatment integrity on the first day of implementation; however, treatment integrity
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demonstrated a decreasing trend on the second day of implementation. In fact, no teacher
maintained treatment integrity above 80% for more than two days following the initial
training day when implementing the intervention without consultant feedback. When
performance feedback with verbal and visual presentations was introduced, the results
showed substantial increases in treatment integrity across teachers and these changes
were maintained for longer periods of time.
A study by Noell, Witt, Gilbertson, Rainer, and Freeland (1997) was designed to
extend and replicate the previous study by Witt et al. (1997). As the previous study
involved a training that was provided to the teachers by the consultant, the authors felt it
was unclear if the extra training also affected the performance feedback. In the
replication study by Noell et al. (1997), the authors sought to eliminate the extra training
session to see if it had enhanced the effectiveness of the performance feedback.
For this study, the authors used a multiple baseline design across participants to
evaluate the effect of performance feedback on treatment integrity (Noell et al., 1997).
The participants in the study were three female elementary school teachers and three
general education students each teacher had identified as in need of consultation services.
Like the previous study, each step in the treatment would produce a permanent product.
Treatment integrity was calculated based on the percentage of correct permanent products
produced in each session. This study consisted of three phases, Consultation Only,
Performance Feedback, and Maintenance. Data were collected on treatment integrity
during each phase of the study. During the consultation only phase, the consultant
explained to the teacher how to implement the treatment. The teacher then began
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implementing the intervention with no further contact with the consultant. When
treatment integrity demonstrated a downward trend or was low and stable, then the
performance feedback phase was implemented. In this phase, the consultant met with the
teacher daily for 3 to 5 minutes to review the student outcome data as well as the teacher
intervention implantation data. Both verbal (praise and suggestions for improvement)
and visual (graphic displays) performance feedback were provided to the teachers.
Similar to the Witt et al., (1997) study, all three teachers initially exhibited high levels of
treatment integrity over the first few days of the intervention. However, a decelerating
trend was established for all teachers the further time removed from the initial
consultation session. Once performance feedback was implemented, all three teachers
returned to three days of implementation with treatment integrity at 80% or higher.
However, maintenance across the teachers was highly variable.
In an effort to examine a method to reduce time demands on teachers and
consultants, Noell et al., (2000) conducted a study to evaluate a consultation model that
used a peer tutoring intervention. Using a multiple baseline design across five
elementary general education school teachers, the authors evaluated the impact of two
consultation procedures (e.g., follow-up and performance feedback) on the teachers’
treatment integrity and evaluated the impact of a peer tutoring program on reading
comprehension. The phases of the study included a baseline phase, consultation phase,
implementation phase without any consultant input, follow-up meetings, and
performance feedback phase. Each teacher in the study identified a student for referral
due to poor reading performance. Additionally, each teacher identified a same gender
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classmate who exhibited at least average reading performance to serve as a peer tutor to
the targeted student. In the peer tutoring sessions, the previously trained peers used
modeling, guided practice, and independent practice with feedback. At the end of each
peer tutoring session, the tutee completed comprehension questions independently with
the tutor reading along. The teacher graded the comprehension questions and target
percentage correct goals were established for each target student. Meeting or exceeding
student goals resulted in a token economy reward (Noell et al., 2000).
Prior to beginning the peer tutoring sessions, baseline reading data were collected
on the target students. Additionally, the consultant discussed the intervention with the
teacher and trained the teacher on intervention implementation. All materials for the
intervention and instructions and responsibilities for the teacher, peer tutor, and target
student were provided to the teacher. The intervention was designed to produce a
permanent product upon completion of each step in the intervention. During the first day
of implementation of the peer tutoring sessions, the consultant also attended class to
assist the teacher in obtaining 100% treatment integrity. All teachers obtained 100%
treatment integrity on the consultation day. In the implementation phase, data on the
teacher’s treatment integrity via the permanent products was collected for each session.
The teacher did not have any contact with the consultant during this phase. When the
teacher’s treatment integrity was low and stable or demonstrated a decreasing trend,
follow up meetings were held. The follow up meetings consisted of the consultant
simply asking the teacher how the intervention was going and addressed any questions or
concerns the teacher had. The follow up meetings did not require any preparation time
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by the consultant and lasted no longer than 5 minutes. The authors reported that most
meetings consisted of the teacher reporting no concerns or questions (Noell et al., 2000).
In the performance feedback phase, the consultant met with the teacher each morning for
three to five minutes to review student outcome data and teacher intervention
implementation data. Performance feedback was given in verbal form through praise for
completed steps and suggestions for improvement on steps missed and visual form
through computer prepared graphs.
The authors found that the results of this study were similar to the previous
studies in performance feedback research. Noell et al. (2000) reported that all of the
teachers implemented the intervention at low levels before beginning some version of
follow up with the consultant. However, follow up meetings and performance feedback
results varied across teachers. Three out of the five teachers did not respond effectively
to the less structured follow up meetings. One teacher was able to increase
implementation to acceptable levels during this phase and another teacher was able to
increase implementation to acceptable levels initially during this phase but was not able
to maintain it. In the performance feedback phase, all five teachers increased
implementation to acceptable levels, although, two teachers were inconsistent in
maintaining acceptable levels. Student data outcome showed some improvement for all
students across the phases, however, outcomes varied between students and showed some
variability. Variability in teacher treatment integrity could have affected student outcome
data. The authors attributed the mixed results across teachers to a suggestion that the
type and intensity of follow up sessions may vary from teacher to teacher and as such,
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may need to be individualized according to teacher support and motivational needs.
Another possible reason for the mixed teacher results could be that this study added
another dimension to the behavioral consultation model, the peer tutor. With the peer
tutor implementing the student intervention, the model morphed from the usual triadic
relationship of consultant-teacher-student to a relationship consisting of consultantteacher-peer tutor-student. This fourth dimension may have made teacher treatment
integrity more difficult. Furthermore, potential order effects may have limited this study
as the impact of the sequence of the phases is unknown (Noell et al., 2000).
To further examine the effectiveness of different treatment implementation
following behavioral consultation, Noell et al. (2005) conducted a study comparing three
versions of follow up strategies. The follow up strategies examined were brief weekly
interviews, weekly interviews combined with an emphasis on the commitment to
implement the intervention, and performance feedback sessions. Through this study the
authors wanted to answer four primary questions: a) To what extent would weekly
follow up and performance feedback lead to different levels of treatment integrity, b) to
what extent would condition assignment and level of treatment integrity be associated
with student behavior change, c) would teacher perceptions of intervention acceptability,
intervention effectiveness, or consultants vary based on the type of follow up provided,
and d) what is the relationship between treatment integrity, treatment acceptability,
student behavior change, and teacher ratings of student concerns (Noell et al., 2005).
The extent to which teachers implemented the students’ intervention plans as
designed was the primary dependent variable for this study. Plan implementation was
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measured by permanent products. Each consultant designed a permanent product for
each step of each intervention. The number of permanent products per intervention
varied as each intervention was tailored to address the specific needs of the individual
students. A daily score for teacher treatment integrity was calculated by counting the
number of completed permanent products and dividing by the total number of products.
Also measured were student outcomes. Student behavior change data were collected by
consultants. A student behavior change index was calculated to create a standardized
estimate of student behavior change. The student behavior change index was calculated
as the value of the pretreatment observation minus the post treatment observation with
the sum divided by the value of the pretreatment observation (Noell et al., 2005). This
value represented the percentage of change from pretreatment to post treatment. To
assess acceptability of the interventions, the teachers were administered the Intervention
Rating Profile-15 (IRP-15; Martens, Witt, Elliott, & Darveaux, 1985) at the beginning
and ending of the study. The IRP-15 consists of 15-item Likert-type scale of evaluative
statements. A similar profile, the Consultant Rating Profile (CRP), was developed by the
authors specifically for this study. Containing 10 items that are rated on a 7-point Likerttype scale, the CRP also measured teacher acceptability of the interventions.
The consultation phase of the study consisted of a problem identification and
problem analysis stages of the behavioral consultation model. Once the teacher and the
consultant had reached an agreement on the intervention for the student, the consultant
prepared and supplied the teacher with all necessary materials and training needed to
successfully implement the intervention. The consultant observed and retrained as
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necessary during the initial implementation of the intervention. Weekly follow up
consisted of a brief follow up meeting in which the consultant asked the teacher how
implementation was going, how the students was doing, and if there were any questions
that needed to be answered. No treatment integrity or student outcome data were shared
with the teacher. The commitment emphasis consisted of all of the elements of the
weekly follow up plus the addition of a social influence. The social influence procedure
included a review of five specific points designed to enhance the correspondence between
the teacher’s commitment to implementation (Noell et al., 2005). These five points
included: a) describing how people frequently make commitments to change but often
fail to follow through due to time demands, b) discussed the importance of the
intervention plan to the student and his or her parents, c) discussed the loss of credibility
that would occur with a failure to implement the plan, d) discussed the importance of
implementing the intervention to evaluate its effectiveness for the child, and e) discussed
proactive steps the teacher could choose to support the implementation of the intervention
(Noell et al., 2005).
The performance feedback sessions were similar to the performance feedback
sessions in the previously reviewed studies and consisted of meeting briefly with the
teacher to review the permanent products, graphs of student outcomes, and graphs of
intervention implementation. The consultant gave positive verbal feedback regarding
completed steps and offered suggestions for improvement for any missed steps in the
interventions.
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Data for the study were analyzed with an analysis of variance (ANOVA)
examining effects for time, condition, and the interaction of time and condition (Noell et
al., 2005). According to the authors of the study, the results revealed that performance
feedback was associated with superior treatment implementation and student outcomes
when compared to the two other treatment conditions. There was no significant
difference between the weekly follow up meetings and the commitment emphasis
conditions. These results indicated that simply meeting and talking about the
implementation of the intervention was not as effective as a verbal and visual review of
the implementation data.
Performance Feedback with Visual Presentation
Research studies have found performance feedback has resulted in superior treatment
implementation and student outcomes (Noell et al., 2005; Noell et al., 2000; Martens et
al., 1997; Noell et al., 1997; Witt et al., 1997). However, many performance feedback
studies incorporated both verbal and visual feedback in the performance feedback
packages. Would performance feedback packages that included only visual feedback
produce the same results as those packages containing both verbal and visual feedback?
Reinke, Lewis-Palmer, and Merrell (2008) sought to answer this questions by conducting
a study that focused on a class-wide consultation model to decrease disruptive student
behavior in the classroom. Using a single subject multiple baseline across classrooms
design, the authors evaluated the effects of a class-wide system, The Classroom Check-up
(CCU), and visual performance feedback on teacher and student behavior. The
participants in the study included four female general education elementary school
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teachers from two elementary schools in the Pacific Northwest region of the United
States and their classes of general education students. Grade levels for the students
ranged from first through fifth grade. The dependent variables for the study included the
occurrences of teacher praise and reprimands and the occurrences of student disruptive
behavior.
Using a 10-minute direct observation frequency count of teacher praise,
reprimands, and student disruptive behaviors, baseline data were collected. Once
baseline data had been stabilized, the consultant met with the teacher to convey the
results of the baseline data and assessment of the classroom. This feedback session led to
the development of a menu of intervention strategies from which the teacher would
choose. The teachers then implemented the CCU and self-monitored their
implementation by use of a treatment procedural checklist. Rates of praise by the
teachers were obtained from 10-minute direct observations collected daily in this phase
by independent observers in the classroom. In the next phase, the teachers were provided
with visual performance feedback on a daily basis through a line graph depicting the rate
of teacher provided praise and classroom disruptive behaviors observed in the classroom.
The performance feedback was limited to visual inspection and did not include any
verbal review with the consultant. Results indicated that rates of praise did not
consistently increase following the CCU/Self-monitoring phase alone, but did increase
when the visual performance feedback was implemented. In addition to an increase in
rates of praise, a decrease in reprimands was recorded even though none of the teachers
had initially identified a need to reduce reprimands as a component of the classroom
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interventions. Additionally, the authors found that during the CCU plus visual
performance feedback phase, decreases in student disruptive behaviors directly coincided
with increased rates of praise (Reinke, Lewis-Palmer, & Merrell, 2008). This study
demonstrated that performance feedback can be an effective method for increasing
treatment integrity when a performance feedback package is limited to only graphic
displays of visual feedback.
These studies illustrate the importance of treatment integrity. Without measuring
treatment integrity, it becomes difficult for school psychologists and other educational
professionals to determine the effectiveness of school-based behavioral interventions
(Martens & McIntyre, 2009). For example, if an intervention fails to achieve the desired
student outcome and treatment integrity was not assess, it is impossible to determine if
the intervention was at fault or if the intervention was not implemented as intended
(Gresham, 2009). In addition to best practices, legislation such as IDEA now mandates
that treatment integrity of interventions be assessed for documentation of responsiveness
to intervention (Martens & McIntyre, 2009).
The reviewed studies used permanent products generated by each step in the
intervention to measure treatment integrity. The development and implementation of
these permanent products may be time consuming, labor and staff intensive, and difficult
for untrained personnel to interpret. As a result, these assessment tools may become a
limiting factor in ensuring treatment integrity. As such, more research is needed to
develop instruments to assess treatment integrity that are easy to use and interpret,
efficient, and effective. Another gap that exists in treatment integrity literature is in the
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type of interventions that are the focus of the treatment integrity research. While each of
the previously reviewed studies examined the impact of performance feedback on
increasing treatment integrity, the majority of the studies implemented performance
feedback with academic interventions. More research is needed examining the
implementation of performance feedback on the implementation of behavioral
interventions.
Treatment Acceptability
School psychologists and other consultants in the field of education are
increasingly responsible for the development of empirically-supported, evidence-based
interventions to address academic, behavioral, and mental health needs of students
(Nastasi & Truscott, 2000). Legislation such as IDEIA mandate pre-referral
interventions, functional behavioral assessments, and individualized education plans that
are aimed towards intervention rather than placement (Natasi & Turscott, 2000). Because
of these mandates, school psychologists are given more opportunities to develop and
facilitate the implementation of interventions to address the needs of students.
Previously discussed has been the importance of treatment integrity in
intervention design. If interventions are not implemented as intended, then outcomes are
not only difficult to determine, but may not result in desired change. Of equal
importance may be the consideration of acceptability of the interventions or the social
validity of the treatment.
Social validity can be defined as the social desirability, usefulness, and
importance of treatment programs (Wolf, 1978). The term, treatment acceptability, was
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based on social validity and is often used interchangeably in referring to consumers’
judgments about treatment procedures (Eckert & Hintze, 2000). From a theoretical
perspective, social validity is grounded in behavioral theory (Nastasi & Truscott, 2000).
Historically, until the beginnings of the twentieth century, introspection was the basic
method of psychology (Wolf, 1978). According to Wolf, introspection is defined as the
observation or examination of one’s own mental, emotional, or feeling states. As the
examination of introspection can be viewed as subjective, reactions against introspection
fueled arguments that psychology was not a ‘real’ science. As philosophies in science
often branch out in different directions, the movements towards behaviorism and
objectives may have been fueled, in part, by a need to develop more objective measures
to secure psychology’s place firmly as a ‘legitimate’ science. Although concerned that
attention on the importance of social validity in psychology would be viewed as a step
back towards subjectivity, Wolf and his colleagues touted social validity as an important
consideration in applied behavioral research (Eckert & Hintze, 2000).
Wolf (1978) conceptualized three judgments of social validity. The first
judgment, or level, of social validity involved the social significance of the goals. When
designing interventions it is important to understand if the specific behavioral goals are
really what are wanted by those involved. Rather than the consultant deciding on the
relevance of goals, measurement of the specific consultee’s opinion can be attained
through interviews or ratings to determine more accurately what the socially significant
problems are (Wolf, 1978). The second judgment of social validity involves the social
appropriateness of treatment procedures in terms of cost, ethics, and practicality. To
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attain this level of treatment acceptability, school psychologists should systematically ask
consultees about the acceptability of their intervention procedures. If interventions are
found to be ‘acceptable’ by the individual directly involved in its implementation, then
the individual is more likely to use the intervention. The third level of social validity,
according to Wolf, concerns the social importance of the effects of behavioral treatment.
Because behavioral treatment interventions are designed to help someone with a problem,
the only person who can truly evaluate the effectiveness of the intervention is the person
for whom it was designed to help. School psychologists can offer opinions supported by
objective behavioral data about the effectiveness of interventions, but it is the consultees
who make the final decision as to whether or not the intervention helped to solve their
problem. Wolf contends these three judgments of social validity constitute a means for
evaluating and validating treatments within a social context (Eckert & Hintze, 2000).
Additionally, he maintained that interventions with strong outcomes and positive social
validity would have a higher probability of being implemented than those with lower
social validity ratings. In essence, Wolf alluded to the existence of a strong relationship
between treatment acceptability and treatment integrity.
In a review of acceptability of behavioral interventions, Reimers, Wacker, and
Koeppl (1987) identified three main factors which can affect acceptability: a) problem
severity, b) time, and c) type of treatment approach. According to the authors, the
severity of the problem behavior can have an effect on a teacher’s acceptability rating of
an intervention. For example, the more severe the referred problem behavior was, the
higher the ratings of acceptability of the proposed interventions (Reimers, Wacker, &
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Koeppl, 1987). Time can also be an influential factor in the implementation of
interventions. Interventions that require less time to implement are viewed as more
acceptable than those that are more time intensive. When designing interventions, the
costs, such as time and effort, should be carefully weighed against the benefits, such as
eliminating problem behavior. As the daily demands on teachers are great, finding
interventions that can be easily implemented with minimal effort for maximum gain are
essential to the success of the intervention. Additionally, Reimers, Wacker, and Koeppl
reported that the type of treatment (positive versus reductive) may have a differential
effect on acceptability ratings. Simply stated, positive treatment approaches are rated
more favorably than reductive approaches.
As the interest in treatment acceptability has increased in relation to school-based
consultation practices, the question of how to effectively measure treatment acceptability
led to the development of various instruments designed to assess the acceptability of an
intervention. Finn and Sladeczek (2001) conducted an extensive review of treatment
acceptability measures. The authors found that most instruments designed to measure
treatment acceptability consist of a questionnaire format where respondents rate
statements or questions as to the fairness and expected effectiveness of the treatment
procedures using a Likert-type scale. Responses are tallied to achieve an overall
acceptability score.
One of the popular instruments for use with teachers to measure treatment
acceptability is the IRP-15 (Martens et al., 1985). The IRP-15 was created as a shortened
version of the earlier IRP-20 rating scale developed by the same authors (Finn &
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Sladeczek, 2001). Consisting of 15 items taken from the IRP-20, the IRP-15 is a onefactor Likert-type scale that assesses the general acceptability of interventions (Martens,
Witt, Elliott, & Darveaux, 1985). Scores on the IRP-15 can range from 15 to 90 with
higher scores indicating a greater level of acceptability. Ratings above 52.50 are
considered to be acceptable (Von Brock & Elliott, 1987). Analyses of the IRP-15
revealed a chronbach alpha coefficient of .98, which indicated a high degree of internal
consistency (Finn & Sladeczek, 2001). Finn and Sladeczek found the IRP-15 suitable for
researchers investigating teachers’ perceptions of behavioral interventions, as well as for
practitioners who may want to determine if or how one could modify an intervention to
increase its acceptability. Originally designed for use in educational environments, the
IRP-15 has been adapted for use to assess treatment acceptability in a variety of clinical
settings including hospitals.
Although more often school psychologists are being encouraged to examine the
social validity of interventions due to legislation such as IDEIA, research in this area
continues to be low. Much of the present research in treatment acceptability focuses on
the developmental history of social validity or reviews of instruments used to assess
treatment acceptability. A direction of future research should be aimed at establishing a
link between treatment acceptability and treatment integrity. School psychologists could
benefit from having empirically-based evidence that supports the importance of treatment
acceptability relative to treatment integrity.
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Summary
Researchers have shown that classroom management is an area of concern for
many teachers today. Feelings of inadequacy in effective classroom management skills
can lead to teacher burnout and many wanting to leave the profession. Anxiety in
teachers over classroom management skill levels is greatest when student disruptive
behavior is viewed as severe. Research has shown that effective classroom management
can not only contribute to increased academic achievement, but also be effective in
decreasing disruptive student behaviors. Differences in effective and ineffective
classroom managers showed effective teachers as proactive rather than reactive in their
approach to classroom management.
Classroom management research has implications for a number of issues facing
educational systems such as teacher attrition rates, teacher education programs, teacher
evaluations, student achievement, and how the public perceives schools. Knowledge of
research in this area can enable school psychologists and consultants to recommend to
administrators and educational policymakers strategies that are positive, proactive,
preventative, and comprehensive. Behavioral consultation models have also received
empirical support as an effective problem-solving approach. School-based behavioral
consultation targeting the classroom may be an efficient method for improving classroom
management. While treatment integrity may be one of the most important aspects of
intervention implementation, assuring its implementation can be a challenge. However,
researchers have suggested that the use of performance feedback can be effective in
increasing treatment integrity. Assessing the social validity of interventions for
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relevance, cost and time efficiency, and effectiveness may allow school psychologists to
design interventions that result in improved implementation and stronger outcomes.
Because so many teachers feel they are inadequately prepared to cope with
today’s challenging students and referrals to school psychologists for students exhibiting
disruptive behaviors are increasing rapidly, future research is warranted that would
evaluate consultation methods to increase teacher classroom management skills and
decrease student disruptive behaviors in the school setting. Additionally, research needs
to continue to explore methods to ensure treatment integrity of intervention
implementation and performance feedback packages that are not only effective, but also
time efficient. Research linking treatment integrity and treatment acceptability would be
useful as teachers are more likely to embrace interventions that they feel are efficient,
effective, and with which they feel competent to implement. Finally, understanding the
relationships between teachers’ perception of classroom management and actual
measures classroom management skills may be important to consider when consultants
follow up with teachers following consultation, as well as may be instrumental in helping
consultants understand possible teacher resistance to consultation.
The current study combines the elements of effective classroom management,
behavioral consultation, and treatment integrity by determining the effectiveness of
consultation methods in raising and maintaining acceptable levels of teacher performance
in an effective classroom management strategy, the use of behavior specific praise, and
has the potential to contribute to the practice of consultation in the schools by school
psychologists. By changing teacher behaviors to decrease disruptive student behaviors,
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the school psychologist could positively affect more students through the teacher’s
preventative/proactive strategies of effective classroom management than by addressing
each disruptive student separately. This strategy would impact time constraints of school
psychologists, as well as result in possible reductions in the number of student behavioral
referrals to school psychologists. If a difference in consultation methods is found to
exist, consultants would benefit by understanding the effectiveness of consultation
methods for addressing skill deficits in teachers and the resulting behavioral outcomes of
students. If consultants are able to identify which consultation method is more effective
and will sustain a high degree of treatment integrity, the consultant could reduce the
amount of time needed for consultative services. Overall, consultants could use this
information to streamline efficiency while maximizing effectiveness of consultations in
the schools, as well as improving behavioral and academic outcomes for students.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this research study is to determine the effectiveness of
consultation methods in increasing teacher delivery of behavior specific praise,
maintaining increased levels of teacher-delivered behavior specific praise across different
types of consultation methods, and measuring the effects on disruptive student behaviors
in the classroom. This chapter focuses on the methodology used for this study and it
includes a description of the participants and setting, dependent variables, and research
design. Detailed descriptions of measurement instruments, research procedures, and data
analysis are also included.
Selection of Participants
The teachers selected for the study had all requested assistance from the principal
in managing disruptive students. Within the school’s normal process, the principal
announced to all teachers to seek assistance for classroom management, if needed. After
making several announcements, the principal provided the consultant with a list of six
teachers who had requested help in managing disruptive students and classroom
management within the current school year. The consultant met individually with the six
elementary teachers to explain the study and the expectations for teacher participants.
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Five out of the six teachers expressed interest in participating in the study. Shortly after
agreeing to participate, two of the five teachers resigned from their teaching positions.
The consultant followed up with the remaining three teachers and conducted a series of
baseline observations to determine the teacher’s ratio of praise statements to
corrections/reprimands. Teachers were selected for the study if during a 15 minute
observation session, their reprimands exceeded praise statements or fell below the
acceptable level of 4:1 praise to correction ratio. All three teachers met the criteria for
the study and were selected for participation.
Participants and Setting
Participants in this study consisted of three general education elementary classroom
teachers and their classes of approximately 20 – 23 students per classroom. The teachers
were identified in the study as Teachers A, B, and C. Teacher A was a Caucasian female
who was 38 years of age. She held a Bachelor of Science degree in elementary education
and had been teaching general education elementary students for 15 years. Her general
education third grade classroom consisted of 21 students. The racial makeup of her
classroom consisted of the following: 15 students were African American and 6 students
were Caucasian. One student in Teacher A’s classroom had a current special education
eligibility and no students were currently receiving Response to Intervention Tier 2 or
Tier 3 interventions for behavior.
Teacher B was a Caucasian female who was 32 years of age. She held a Bachelor
of Science degree in elementary education and had been teaching general education
elementary students for 1 year prior to the study. Her general education second grade
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classroom consisted of 23 students. The racial makeup of her classroom consisted of the
following: 13 students were African American, 2 students were Asian, and 8 students
were Caucasian. One student in Teacher B’s classroom had a current special education
eligibility and four students were receiving Response to Intervention Tier 2 and/or Tier 3
interventions for behavior.
Teacher C was a Caucasian female who was 23 years of age. She held a Bachelor of
Science degree in elementary education and had been teaching general education
elementary students for 1 year prior to the study. Her general education third grade
classroom consisted of 22 students. The racial makeup of her classroom consisted of the
following: 15 students were African American, 4 students were Caucasian, and 3
students were identified as Other.
All three teachers taught at the same elementary school located in the
Southeastern part of the United States. The public school district in which the teachers
were employed served 5063 students, including 781 students receiving special education
services. Female students comprised 48% of the student population and male students
comprised 52% of the student population. Racial percentages for the school district
included the following populations: Asian = 3.06%, African American = 66.69%,
Hispanic = 1.01%, Native American = 0.08%, Caucasian = 29.07%, and Other = 0.09%.
The percentage of students in the school district that were receiving free or reduced lunch
was 70%.
The consultant was a doctoral school psychology student with over 25 years of
experience in classroom management. She has extensive training and expertise in
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managing students with behavioral challenges, consultation with teachers, and has
previously conducted numerous teacher trainings on effective classroom management
techniques and the importance of behavior specific praise in managing behavior in the
classroom.
Instruments
The Frequency Recording Data Collection Form consisting of two parts, Teacher
Form and Student Form, (see Appendix A) was developed by the author of this study for
the purpose of measuring the praise to correction ratios of each teacher and to record the
occurrences of student behaviors in each observational session. The event recording
form used a frequency count to measure the number of praise statements and corrective
statements issued by the teacher in a 15 minute observation period. Each time the teacher
was observed issuing a verbal statement of praise or correction, a tally mark was placed
in the appropriate column on the form identifying the statement as either praise or
correction. To measure the student behaviors, a partial-interval recording system was
used to record the occurrence of the two student behaviors. Measurement of the student
behavior consisted of a 10 minute observation period divided into 10 second intervals.
Each time the behavior was observed during the 10 second interval, it was recorded.
A modified version of the IRP-15 (Martens et al., 1985) was used in this study to
assess the acceptability rating of the intervention devised for the teacher. The IRP-15
(see Appendix B) is a reliable (Chronbach alpha = .98, Martens et al., 1985) one-factor,
15-item Likert-type scale that assesses the general acceptability of interventions. Scores
on the IRP-15 can range from 15 – 90 with higher scores indicating a greater level of
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acceptability. Ratings above 52.50 are considered acceptable (Von Brock & Elliott,
1987). The original IRP-15 was modified to reflect the specifics of the current
intervention. Questions on the modified IRP-15 addressed the use of behavior specific
praise in effectively managing a classroom. Other materials used in the study were
graphic representation of individual teacher’s measured praise to correction ratios used
during performance feedback meetings with teachers and timers used for data collection
purposes.
Dependent Variables
There were two dependent variables used in this study. The dependent variables
included the teachers’ praise to correction ratios and the frequency of targeted disruptive
student behaviors (i.e., speaking without permission and out of seat without permission).
Teacher Praise to Correction Ratios
Teacher praise to correction ratios were measured using a frequency recording. For
the purposes of this study, teacher praise was operationally defined as any verbal
comment delivered by the teacher that indicated the student or group of students were
engaging in appropriate classroom behavior or following the classroom rules. Examples
included the following: “Thank you for being prepared by opening your book to page 34”
and “I like the way you are sitting quietly.” Teacher correction was operationally defined
as any verbal comment delivered by the teacher that directed a student or group of
students to stop engaging in disruptive behavior or for not following classroom rules or
teacher directives. Examples included the following: “You do not have permission to be
out of your seat, go sit down” and “Stop talking and get back to work!”
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Disruptive Student Behaviors
Two specific disruptive student behaviors, speaking without permission and out
of seat without permission, were chosen to measure. Speaking without permission was
operationally defined as any vocalizations (i.e., blurt outs, talking to others, singing,
squeals, etc.) during instruction that are made by students without raising their hand to
ask permission to speak. Out of seat without permission was operationally defined as any
time a student left his desk area without asking permission to leave. The student’s desk
area was defined as having his body positioned directly behind his desk, either standing
or seated, and not more than approximately one chair length behind the desk. (e.g., The
child was allowed to stand directly behind his desk, but was considered out of seat if
standing beside or in front of his desk or walking to another location in the classroom
without permission.)
As previously stated, researchers reported that the majority of teachers surveyed
reported talking out of turn as the most frequent or troublesome disruptive behavior
exhibited by students in the classroom (Arbuckle & Little, 2004). For this reason,
speaking without permission was chosen as a target student behavior for this study. Out
of seat without permission was also chosen as a target student behavior in this study. In
previous research studies related to the exploration of effects of teachers’ praise on
decreasing student disruptive behaviors (Pisacreta et al., 2011; Dufrene et al., 2012;
Dufrene, Lestremau, & Zoder-Martel, 2014) student out of seat behaviors were selected
in addition to inappropriate vocalizations to define disruptive student behaviors.
Additionally, all teachers selected for participation in this study reported both of these
student behaviors as being problematic in their classrooms.
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Independent Variables
The independent variables in this study are the consultation methods used with the
teachers. The two consultation methods that were presented to teachers included
Consultation Only in Phase B and Consultation with Performance Feedback in Phase B +
C. In the Consultation Only method the teachers received one individualized
consultation session with the consultant covering the importance of delivering behavior
specific praise and positive reinforcement in the classroom and effective correction
techniques in the successful management of student behavior in the classroom. The
second consultation method, Consultation with Performance Feedback, consisted of
another consultation session at the beginning of the phase and additionally, following
each observation, the teacher was provided with performance feedback on her use of
behavior specific praise during the observation. Both consultation methods are explained
in further detail in the procedures section in this chapter.
Research Design
An experimental multiple baseline across participants single subject research design
(i.e., A / B / B + C / Follow-up) was used to evaluate the ratio of behavior specific praise
to corrections utilized by the teachers on students’ disruptive behavior. A baseline for the
teacher and student behaviors was established in Phase A. Phase B, Consultation Only,
consisted of an initial consultation session outlining the importance of delivering
behavior specific praise, effective praise to correction ratios, and strategies to effectively
implement behavior specific praise with the teacher. Phase B + C, Consultation with
Performance Feedback, incorporated direct verbal and visual performance feedback for
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the teacher after each observation session. The Follow-up Phase consisted of follow-up
observations with no consultation or performance feedback occurring at five weeks and
seven weeks after the last observation in the previous phase. Phase changes were
initiated once a trend was established or data became stable.
Data Analysis
Praise to correction ratios were graphed for each teacher on multiple baseline
dyads with praise to correction ratios assigned to the Y-axis and observational sessions
assigned to the X-axis. Additionally, the students’ disruptive behaviors (i.e., speaking
without permission and out of seat without permission) were graphed for each teacher’s
classrooms. Phase changes were noted on all graphs. Data were analyzed using a visual
analysis of the graphs. Levels, variability, and trends of data points in each phase were
noted and discussed.
Research question one investigated the sustained changes in teacher use of behavior
specific praise statements as measured by teacher praise to correction ratios. For the
purpose of this research, sustainability was defined as the amount of changes in trend
from Baseline across the intervention phases, Consultation only and Consultation with
performance feedback. As such, data analysis included a visual analysis of the trend of
sustainability.
Combined with the visual analysis, the percentage of non-overlapping data (PND) was
calculated for each teacher. To compute PND, Hunley and McNamara (2010)
recommend taking the most extreme data point in the desired direction in the baseline
phase and drawing a horizontal line across the entire data collection graph. The data
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points on or below this line in each treatment phase are considered overlapping. Next,
the number of non-overlapping data points are totaled for each phase. The total number
of non-overlapping data is then divided by the total number of all data points across each
intervention phase and multiplied by 100. This number represents the percentage of nonoverlapping data. Scruggs and Mastropieri (1998) provided suggestions for interpretation
of PND, which are used by the Hunley and McNamara method. A PND of greater than
70% is considered an effective treatment, a PND between 50% to 69% is considered a
questionable effective treatment, and a PND at or below 49% is considered an ineffective
treatment (Hunley & McNamara, 2010; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1998).
Procedures
All procedures in the study were reviewed and approved by the Mississippi State
University Institutional Review Board (IRB) for the Protection of Human Subjects in
Research (see Appendix E). No research with participants was conducted until IRB
approval was obtained. Written informed consent as well as school administrator
approval was obtained prior to the initiation of the procedures of the study. Procedures of
this study will be discussed by general procedures, intervention procedures, and data
collection procedures.
General Procedures
Observation sessions were conducted daily through all phases in each teacher’s
classroom. Observation sessions occurred during teacher led language arts whole group
instructional periods. The duration of each observation session was between 20 to 30
minutes in length. Data for student behaviors was collected first in the observation
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sessions immediately followed by teacher behavior. As the research design of the study
consisted of a multiple baseline across participants, the number of total observation
sessions varied between participants. Due to the research design, Teacher A received
four baseline observations, Teacher B received five baseline observations, and Teacher C
received seven baseline observations. Each teacher received five observations in each
intervention phase (Consultation only and Consultation with performance feedback) and
two observations in Follow-up Phase.
Because potential reactivity of observation while measuring treatment integrity
can occur, steps were taken to ameliorate reactive effects. Gresham, Gansle, and Noell
(1993) recommended three potential observation procedures to aide in the avoidance of
observational reactive effects. The researchers suggested observing on a variable-time
schedule, having observers try to be as unobtrusive as possible in the classroom, and not
communicating the purpose of the observation during the experiment or giving treatment
providers inaccurate information regarding the purpose of the observation and debriefing
them after the experiment. In an effort to gather teacher baseline data that was as
authentic as possible with this study, during the baseline phase, teachers were told that
the consultant was measuring student behaviors. Teachers were informed that the
consultant was measuring their praise to correction ratios during the first consultation
session at the beginning of Phase B and were then fully debriefed about the purpose of
the study.
In an effort to limit observer bias during observations, inter-observer agreement
was collected during 35% of all observation sessions in this research study. Inter-
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observer agreements of .80 or higher are considered reliable and were the goal of this
study. The primary researcher of this study trained a school psychology graduate student
on the event recording frequency counts of teacher behaviors (praise statements and
correction statements) and partial interval observations of the targeted student behaviors
(speaking without permission and out of seat without permission) prior to beginning the
observations. Practice sessions were held until inter-observer agreement was consistently
rating .80 or higher on the use of the event recording methods.
Inter-scorer agreement was calculated for praise to correction ratios and
percentages of student disruptive behaviors. For each teacher, the researcher randomly
selected 35% of all Frequency Recording Data Collection Forms which were equally
distributed across all phases. A second trained graduate student rescored all frequency
counts on the event recording forms and re-calculated praise to correction ratios and
percentages of student disruptive behavior per observation session. Actual percentages of
inter-observer agreement and inter-scorer agreement will be discussed in Chapter Four.
At the conclusion of the study, treatment acceptability was assessed through the
use of a modified version of the IRP-15 (see Appendix B). All teachers completed the
IRP-15 and returned them to the primary researcher of this study. Completed rating
scales were reviewed and scored for an overall rating. Results are discussed in Chapter
Four.
Approval to conduct experimental research involving humans in this study was
sought through the IRB of Mississippi State University. Upon acceptance of this research
proposal by the dissertation committee, appropriate forms outlining all aspects of this
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research study were filled out and submitted for approval to the IRB. No research was
begun until IRB approval had been obtained. Prior to beginning observations, written
informed consent (see Appendix G) was obtained from each teacher participating in the
study.
Intervention Procedures
Baseline phase. In Phase A (baseline) observation sessions were conducted in
each teacher’s classroom. Baseline data were collected during observations using the
event recording form titled the Frequency Recording Data Collection Forms. Teacher
praise to correction ratios were recorded on the Teacher Form of the event recording
forms and the two targeted student behaviors, speaking without permission and out of
seat without permission, were recorded on the Student Form. Baseline data continued to
be collected until a trend was identified or data stabilized. Baseline data were not shared
with the teacher during this phase. Once a trend or stabilization of baseline data
occurred, the consultant implemented Phase B.
Intervention phase: Consultation only. At the beginning of Phase B
(Consultation Only), the consultant conducted a consultation session and reviewed
measured praise to correction ratios from Phase A with each teacher. Praise to
Correction ratios were thoroughly explained to teachers and a rationale for effectiveness
of behavior specific praise in addressing problem student behaviors, as well as empirical
evidence of success was presented. Each teacher was provided with a handout reviewing
important points discussed in the consultation session. Refer to Appendix C for
consultation handouts. The following components of effective classroom management
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were discussed during the consultation session: classroom rules and positive
reinforcement / consequences.
Classroom rules. Discussion of rules included the review of the teacher’s current
classroom rules. Each teacher had appropriate classroom rules that were clearly defined
and positively worded. Each of the teachers’ classroom rules included the following:
Raise hands before speaking and ask permission to leave your seat. Effective teaching of
rules, display, practice and review, and reinforcement of rules were also addressed. Two
of the teachers were encouraged to change the placement of the rules to a more prominent
location in the classroom.
Positive reinforcement /consequences. An effective Praise to Correction ratio of
4:1 was explained and modeled to each teacher in addition to instruction on the delivery
of effective praise statements. Several class-wide positive reinforcement systems were
introduced that encourage the use of behavior specific praise statements and were
demonstrated so each teacher could choose which system she would feel most
comfortable implementing with the class. Two of the teachers had recently introduced a
system of group points to their classes so the consultant trained these teachers on a more
effective use of the system. The third teacher was attempting a token reinforcement
system of “credits and debits” so the consultant trained the teacher how to incorporate the
use of behavior specific praise statements to more effectively implement the token
reinforcement system. Teachers were encouraged to always pair nonverbal
reinforcement (i.e., group points/token reinforcement) with a verbal praise statement.
Effective correction techniques were also reviewed with each teacher. At the end of the
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consultation session, each teacher was encouraged to begin implementing the new
techniques and review class rules with the class prior to the next observation session.
Observation sessions were resumed the day after the consultation session and the
same data collection techniques used in baseline were implemented for Phase B. Once a
trend or stabilization of the data was established, each teacher entered Phase B + C of the
study. Five observations sessions were conducted in this phase yielding five data points
for each behavior measured.
Intervention phase: Consultation with feedback. At the beginning of Phase B
+ C (Consultation with Performance Feedback), each teacher received a second
consultation session which reviewed the previously discussed components of behavior
specific praise with clarification of concepts that had not been correctly implemented in
Phase B. Data regarding both teacher and student behaviors that were collected during
Phase A (baseline) and Phase B (Consultation Only) were shared with the teachers as the
consultant interpreted the data collected. Teachers were provided graphic representation
of the actual number of praise and correction statements delivered in the form of a bar
graph. A bar graph was used with teachers because it provided a simple visual depiction
of whether the teacher was an improved praise to correction ratio and allowed the
consultant to direct the teacher’s attention to the relationship between praise and
correction. Refer to Appendix D for examples of bar graphs that were shared with each
teacher. Percentages of student behavior disruptions from baseline and Phase B were
also reviewed with the teachers. After the consultation meeting in this phase, data
collection for Phase B + C began in the next session. Data were collected in observation
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sessions using the same procedures as outlined in Phases A and B; however, the
additional component of performance feedback was added. Following each observation
session in Phase B+C, the teacher received visual and verbal feedback of her performance
of praise to correction ratios and disruptive student behavior percentages in a brief three
to five minute feedback session with the consultant. Feedback sessions occurred either
the same day following an observation or the next day immediately preceding the next
observation, dependent upon teacher availability. The teacher viewed a graphic
representation of her praise to correction ratio and received a brief discussion of areas in
which to improve, as well as received verbal praise for appropriate implementation and
improvement. This phase continued until a trend or stabilization of data was established.
Five observation sessions were conducted in this phase yielding five data points for each
behavior measured.
Follow-up phase. During the Follow-up phase, neither additional consultation
sessions nor performance feedback was provided to the teacher. Follow-up data were
collected using the same methods to measure praise to correction ratios and targeted
student behaviors. The follow-up observation sessions were held once at five weeks past
the last observation session in phase B + C and again at 7 weeks past the last observation
session in phase B + C. A total of two Follow-up observations were conducted yielding
two data points for each behavior measured.
Data Collection Procedures
After teachers and classrooms were selected for the study, baseline data of each
teacher’s praise to correction ratio were collected using the Praise to Correction Event
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Recording Form to establish each teacher’s initial level of performance in the use of
behavior specific praise. Each teacher’s Praise to Correction Ratio was measured via a
frequency count of praises and corrections during 15 minutes of the observation period
each session. Baseline data were also collected on the student behaviors, speaking
without permission and out of seat without permission. Student behaviors were measured
using a 10 minute partial interval observation to track the previously defined behaviors.
The 10 minute period was divided into 10 second intervals. If the behavior was observed
during any part of the 10 second interval, it was recorded. If multiple students were
observed engaging in the targeted behaviors within the same 10 second interval, the
behavior was counted only once in each observational interval. Baseline data continued
to be collected until a trend was identified or data stabilized. Baseline data was not
shared with the teacher until the first consultation session at the beginning of Phase B.
Event recording frequency counts of teacher delivered behavior specific praise
statements and corrections were converted to a praise to correction ratio by counting the
number of praises the teacher issued compared to the number of corrections/reprimands
delivered and converting the totals to a ratio.
Inter-observer Agreement
In an effort to limit observer bias during observations, inter-observer agreement
was collected during 35% of all observation sessions in this research study. Interobserver agreements of .80 or higher are considered reliable and were the goal of this
study. The primary researcher of this study trained a school psychology graduate student
on the event recording frequency counts of teacher behaviors (praise statements and
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correction statements) and partial interval observations of the targeted student behaviors
(speaking without permission and out of seat without permission) prior to beginning the
observations. Practice sessions were held until inter-observer agreement was consistently
rating .80 or higher on the use of the event recording methods.
The second observer simultaneously collected data on the measurement of teacher
praise to correction ratios and the two targeted student behaviors of speaking without
permission and out of seat without permission during 43%, 33%, and 30% of observation
sessions for Teachers A, B, and C, respectively to assess inter-observer agreement. The
observers were considered in agreement when they independently scored the teacher’s
praise to correction ratio as the same. Inter-observer agreement was calculated as the
number of instances of agreement divided by agreements plus disagreements multiplied
by 100.
Inter-scorer Agreement
Inter-scorer agreement was calculated for praise to correction ratios and
percentages of student disruptive behaviors. For each teacher, the researcher randomly
selected 35% of all Frequency Recording Data Collection Forms which were equally
distributed across all phases. A second trained researcher re-scored all frequency counts
on the event recording forms and re-calculated praise to correction ratios and percentages
of student disruptive behavior per observation session. Inter-scorer agreement was
calculated as the number of instances of agreement divided by agreements plus
disagreements multiplied by 100.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to determine the effectiveness of consultation
methods in increasing and maintaining acceptable levels of teacher performance in
effective praise to correction ratios as part of effective classroom management. Further,
the resulting effects on student behavior outcomes, specifically two targeted student
behaviors (i.e., speaking without permission and out of seat without permission), were
measured for each behavioral consultation method in the applied setting. This chapter
presents the results of the data that were collected and analyzed through the following
sections: (a) changes in teacher use of behavior specific praise statements by teacher
(i.e., Research question 1); (b) changes in students’ targeted behaviors related to phase
changes and to changes in teacher use of behavior specific praise statements (i.e.,
Research question 2); (c) percentage of non-overlapping data; and (d) treatment
acceptability.
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Research Question One: Changes in Teachers’ Praise to Correction Ratios
Research question one explores changes in teacher use of behavior specific praise
statements based on the type of consultation. As previously explained in Chapter Three,
teacher praise to correction ratios were measured for Teachers A, B, and C across phases.
The results of the measured praise to correction ratios by teachers will be discussed by
each phase.
Praise to Correction Ratios - Baseline
Throughout Baseline, Teacher A delivered low levels of behavior specific praise
statements to her class. During Baseline, the mean rate of praise to correction ratio for
Teacher A was 0.16:1. The range of praise to correction ratios during baseline measured
from 0.03:1 to 0.25:1. In all observational sessions of Baseline the number of corrections
exceeded the number of praises issued. Actual numbers of praise statements delivered to
correction statements delivered during Baseline by Teacher A ranged from 2 praise
statements and 8 corrections to 1 praise statement and 26 corrections in a 15 minute
observational period. A visual inspection of data in Baseline revealed a slight decreasing
trend with no variability. Due to the stability of the praise to correction ratios during
Baseline, observations in this phase were completed after four sessions and the next
phase, Consultation only, was implemented.
Throughout Baseline, Teacher B delivered greater numbers of correction statements
than behavior specific praise statements. Actual numbers of praise statements delivered
compared to correction statements delivered during Baseline by Teacher B ranged from
11 praise statements and 21 corrections in a 15 minute observational session to 1 praise
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statement and 23 corrections. The mean rate of praise to correction ratios for Teacher B
during Baseline was 0.33:1. Praise to correction ratios for Teacher B in Baseline ranged
from 0.04:1 to 0.55:1. As data remained stable, baseline sessions were ended after 5 data
points and the next phase, Consultation only, was implemented.
Teacher C’s use of behavior specific praise statements during Baseline was minimal
and stable throughout the phase. During Baseline, the mean rate of praise to correction
ratio was 0.07:1. In all observational sessions during Baseline, Teacher C’s delivery of
correction statements exceeded her delivery of behavior specific praise statements.
Actual frequency counts showed observational sessions in Baseline that ranged from 1
praise with 3 corrections to 0 praises with 10 corrections in a 15 minute observational
period. Data remained stable throughout baseline. After continued stability of data
during baseline, the next phase, Consultation only, was implemented with Teacher C
after 7 data points.
Praise to Correction Ratios - Consultation Only
In the first observation session of Consultation only, Teacher A had an immediate
increase in her praise to correction ratio to 1:1. The mean praise to correction ratio for
Consultation only was 1.1:1 with a range from 0.8:1 to 1.5:1. Praise to correction ratios
remained relatively stable throughout this phase for Teacher A with a slight increase in
praise delivery for the last two sessions of this phase. The number of praise statements
delivered were equal to or exceeded the number of correction statements delivered in all
five data collection sessions in Consultation only. Although praise to correction ratios for
Teacher A were improved throughout Consultation only from Baseline, Teacher A never
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achieved the desired goal of 4:1 praise to correction ratio in this phase as mentioned
during the consultation session. Due to the stability of the data, Teacher A entered the
next phase, Consultation with performance feedback, following five observational
sessions for Consultation only.
Similar to Teacher A, Teacher B also had an immediate increase in her praise
to correction ratio following the consultation session. Her praise to correction ratio
doubled to 2.16:1. In the second observational session of Consultation only, Teacher B’s
praise to correction ratio continued to improve to 3.1:1. In the subsequent observational
sessions, Teacher B’s praise to correction ratios continued in a downward trend for the
remainder of the Phase. The mean praise to correction ratio for Consultation only was
2.2:1 with a range from 1:1 to 3.1:1. Although Teacher B never attained the praise to
correction goal of 4:1 in Consultation only, all praise to correction ratios measured in this
phase exceeded praise to correction ratios in Baseline. A visual inspection of data
revealed a decreasing trend for Consultation only that remained stable. Due to stability
of data in Consultation only, the next phase, Consultation with performance feedback,
was implemented.
Teacher C’s use of behavior specific praise statements during Baseline was minimal
and stable throughout the phase. During Baseline, the mean rate of praise to correction
ratio was 0.07:1. In all observational sessions during Baseline, Teacher C’s delivery of
correction statements exceeded her delivery of behavior specific praise statements.
Actual frequency counts showed observational sessions in baseline that ranged from 1
praise with 3 corrections to 0 praises with 10 corrections in a 15 minute observational
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period. Data remained stable throughout Baseline. After continued stability of data
during Baseline, the next phase, Consultation only, was implemented with Teacher C
after 7 data points.
Praise to Correction Ratios – Consultation with Performance Feedback.
Teacher A immediately increased her praise to correction ratio to 3.5:1 in the
observation session following the second consultation session. She continued to exceed
the previous praise to correction ratios of Baseline and Consultation only in four out of
five data collection sessions in Consultation with performance feedback. Although there
was a marked decrease in praise to correction ratio in the third observation session of this
phase, the measured praise to correction ratio of 1:1 for this session continued to remain
higher than any praise to correction ratio for Teacher A during Baseline. Immediately
following the lowered praise to correction ratio of 1:1 in Consultation with performance
feedback, Teacher A had a measured praise to correction ratio of 5.6:1 which exceeded
the goal of 4:1. Although a slight decrease in praise to correction was detected in the last
session of Consultation with performance feedback, at 5:1, it continued to exceed the
overall praise to correction ratio goal of 4:1. A visual inspection of data in Consultation
with performance feedback revealed an overall upward trend marked with variability.
During the consultation session Teacher B was shown a graphic representation of the
data collected in Baseline and Consultation only. She was given verbal praise for
consistently increasing her use of behavior specific praise statements and was encouraged
to decrease the delivery of correction statements. In the first observation session of
Consultation with performance feedback, Teacher B immediately improved her praise to
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correction ratio to 3.5:1. With the receipt of performance feedback following each
observation, Teacher B continued to increase her praise to correction ratios throughout
the first half of this phase, often exceeding the praise to correction goal of 4:1. The mean
praise to correction ratio for Consultation with performance feedback was 6.7:1 with a
range from 3.5:1 to 14:1. Visual analysis of Teacher B’s data in Consultation with
performance feedback indicated an increasing trend which peaked in the middle of the
phase and then had some slight variability for the remainder of the phase. However, it is
important to note that although Teacher B’s praise to correction ratio dropped
significantly between observation sessions three and four in Consultation with
performance feedback, her praise to correction ratio continued to remain at or above the
desired goal of 4:1 for the remainder of the phase.
Although there was a slight drop in Teacher C’s praise to correction ratios
from Consultation only to the first two observational sessions in Consultation with
performance feedback, the third observational session indicated a significant increase in
the teacher’s delivery of behavior specific praise statements. As a result, the third and
fourth observational sessions consisted of praise to correction ratios that far exceeded the
desired goal of 4:1. The mean for Teacher C’s praise to correction ratio for Consultation
with performance feedback was 8.24:1 with a range from 1:1 to 22:1. A visual inspection
of data revealed an increasing trend with slight variability for Consultation with
performance feedback.
Praise to Correction Ratios - Follow-up.
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During the Follow-up phase, Teacher A exhibited praise to correction ratios of 3.2:1 at
6 weeks past intervention and 1.14:1 at 9 weeks past intervention. Although praise to
correction ratios during Follow-up Phase were lower than the last two data points in the
previous phase, both data points showed improvement from initial Baseline praise to
correction ratios.
During the Follow-up phase, Teacher B demonstrated measured praise to correction
ratios of 3.4:1 at 7 weeks past intervention and 7.2:1 at 9 weeks past intervention. Both
data points in Follow-up observations showed improvement from initial Baseline praise
to correction ratios.
During the Follow-up phase, Teacher C exhibited praise to correction ratios of 2.5:1 at
5 weeks past intervention and 1.5:1 at 9 weeks past intervention. Although praise to
correction ratios during Follow-up Phase were lower than the last three data points in the
previous phase, both data points in the Follow-up observations showed improvement
from initial baseline praise to correction ratios. Figure 1 displays praise to correction
ratios for all teachers across phases.
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Figure 1.

Teachers A, B, and C’s praise to correction ratio across phases.

Overall, all three teachers increased praise to correction ratios in Consultation only
and Consultation with performance feedback from Baseline. Although all three teachers
had a decrease in praise to correction ratios during Follow-up, all teachers continued to
demonstrate praise to correction ratios during Follow-up that were improved from those
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measured during Baseline. Table 1 shows the mean of praise to correction ratios for each
phase by teacher.

Table 1
Praise to Correction Ratio Means by Phase
Teacher

Phase A

Phase B

Phase B+C

Follow-up

Teacher A

0.10:1

1.11:1

3.87:1

2.17:1

Teacher B

0.33:1

2.23:1

6.70:1*

5.30:1*

Teacher C

0.07:1

5.70:1*

8.24:1*

2.00:1

*Met or exceeded goal

Table 2 displays the mean per phase of the actual number of praise and correction
statements delivered by each teacher before conversion to praise to correction ratios as
measured in the frequency count of each observation. Each teacher increased her use of
praise statements in Phase B, Consultation only. In Phase B+C, Consultation with
performance feedback, all three teachers continued the increased delivery of praise
statements, but also decreased the use of verbal corrections. This reduction in the
delivery of verbal corrections contributed to the improvement of their overall praise to
correction ratios from Phase B, Consultation only, to Phase B+C, Consultation with
performance feedback.
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Table 2
Mean of Frequency Count of Praise and Correction Statements by Phase
Teacher

Mean of actual statements Phase A

Phase B

Phase B+C

FU

Teacher A

Mean of Praise
Mean of Corrections

1.75
13.75

10.2
9.6

12.5
3.8

12.0
6.0

Teacher B

Mean of Praise
Mean of Corrections

5.0
16.2

21.0
10.0

14.0
2.6

26.5
5.0

Teacher C

Mean of Praise
Mean of Corrections

10.4
2.6

14.0
3.0

6.5
3.0

0.42
6.57

Research Question Two: Changes in Students’ Disruptive Behavior
Two student behaviors, talking without permission and out of seat without permission,
were measured for each teacher in each phase to determine if there were any differences
in student behaviors as teachers were encouraged to increase the use of behavior specific
praise statements and implement a 4:1 praise to correction ratio. The results of the
measurement of the two targeted student behaviors will be discussed by teacher
classroom.
Student Behaviors for Teacher A
Baseline. Although there was some variability, overall during baseline in
Teacher A’s classroom, the students engaged in talking without permission at fairly high
levels of disruption. The mean for talking without permission in Baseline was 37.4% of
observed intervals with a range from 23% to 50% of observed intervals in a 10 minute
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observational period. Student out of seat without permission behavior was also variable
during Baseline with a mean of 9.15% of observed intervals and a range from 1.6% to
16% of observed intervals in a 10 minute observational period. Although out of seat
without permission behavior remained at lower percentage levels than talking without
permission throughout baseline, it had significant increases during sessions two and four.
Figure 2 displays the two targeted student behaviors for Teacher A compared to Teacher
A’s praise to correction ratios across phases.
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Targeted student behaviors across phases for Teacher A.
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Consultation only. During Consultation only, Teacher A’s students
exhibited an increasing trend in speaking without permission during the first two
sessions, however, there was a significant increase in the third observation session,
returning to levels that were predominant in the beginning of Baseline. This sudden
spike in speaking without permission returned to levels that were more prevalent at the
beginning of Consultation only. For the remainder of Consultation only, there was a
slight increasing trend in speaking without permission. The mean for speaking without
permission in Teacher A’s classroom during Consultation only was 25.92% of observed
intervals with a range from 16.6% to 45% of observed intervals in a 10 minute
observational session. With the exception of the third session of Consultation only,
speaking without permission was measured at lower percentage levels during this phase
than during Baseline. The second targeted student behavior, out of seat without
permission, exhibited less variability in data than in Baseline. The first three data points
of out of seat without permission behavior in Consultation only resulted in a steady
increasing trend which peaked at observational session 3 of Consultation only. The
following data points in this phase began a decreasing trend which stabilized. The mean
for out of seat without permission in Teacher A’s classroom during Consultation only
was 5.2% of observed intervals with a range of 0% to 10% of observed intervals in a 10
minute observational session.
Consultation with performance feedback. In Consultation with
performance feedback, the data for both targeted student behaviors for Teacher A’s
students began as fairly stable with both behaviors exhibiting a sharp change in the third
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observation session of the phase. As there was a significant drop in speaking without
permission in the third observation session of Consultation with performance feedback,
there was simultaneously a significant increase in out of seat without permission.
Speaking without permission returned to an increasing trend in the last two observational
sessions of Consultation with performance feedback while out of seat without permission
displayed variability by decreasing significantly and then increasing at the end of the
phase. The mean for speaking without permission for Consultation with performance
feedback in Teacher A’s classroom was 29.52% of observed intervals with a range from
15% to 38%. The mean for out of seat without permission for Consultation with
performance feedback in Teacher A’s classroom was 7.6% with a range from 0% to 20%.
Follow-up. During Follow-up phase in Teacher A’s classroom, speaking without
permission remained between 6.6% and 21.6% which was lower than any data point
measured during Baseline. Out of seat without permission was variable and measured
16.6% and 0%. It should be noted that the same student was responsible for all of the out
of seat behavior in the first Follow-up session.
Student Behaviors for Teacher B
Baseline. During Baseline, Teacher B’s students exhibited some variability with
regards to speaking without permission. Figure 3 displays the two targeted student
behaviors across all phases for Teacher B’s students compared with Teacher B’s praise to
correction ratios.
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An examination of Figure 3 revealed that in Baseline, Teacher B’s students began
with an increasing trend for the first three observations and then began a decreasing trend
in speaking without permission. Although there were some decreases in speaking
without permission for the latter portion of Baseline, all of the data in Baseline remained
above 30% of observed intervals, indicating that speaking without permission was
consistently problematic for the students. The mean for speaking without permission in
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Teacher B’s classroom for Baseline was 46.4% with a range from 35% to 60%. Teacher
B’s students engaged in out of seat without permission at lower levels that speaking
without permission throughout Baseline. A decreasing trend that became stable at the
end of the phase was noted in out of seat without permission behaviors throughout
Baseline for Teacher B’s students. The mean for Teacher B’s students for out of seat
without permission behaviors was 14.64% of observed intervals with a range from 10%
to 26.6%.
Consultation only. In Consultation only, Teacher B’s students had a large drop
in percentage of intervals observed engaging in speaking without permission immediately
following the initial consultation session with Teacher B. Although there was an initial
decrease, the remainder of Consultation only resulted in an increasing trend in speaking
without permission. The mean for speaking without permission for Consultation only
was 29% with a range from 15% to 43%. Some variability in the beginning of
Consultation only was noted for out of seat without permission behaviors for Teacher B’s
students. Out of seat behaviors increased significantly following the initial consultation
session with Teacher B with a significant decrease mid-phase with a return to a gradual
increasing trend for the remainder of Consultation only. The mean for out of seat
behaviors for Consultation only was 24.56% with a range from 11.6% to 35%.
Consultation with performance feedback. In Consultation with performance
feedback, speaking without permission showed a sharp decrease from 43% of observed
intervals in the last observation in Consultation only to 17% of observed intervals in
Consultation with performance feedback immediately following the second consultation
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session with Teacher B. With performance feedback following each observation in
Consultation only, speaking without permission behaviors continued an overall
decreasing trend for the remainder of the phase. The mean for speaking without
permission for Teacher B’s students in Consultation with performance feedback was
10.2% with a range from 3% to 18%. Overall, data in Consultation with performance
feedback for speaking without permission were at the lowest intervals of any Phase. In
contrast, a sharp increase for out of seat without permission behaviors was noted in the
first data point in Consultation with performance feedback, moving from 31.6% in the
last observation of Consultation only to 56.6% in Consultation with performance
feedback. The first data point in Consultation with performance feedback at 56.6% was
the highest level of out of seat without permission behaviors observed since Baseline.
The next three data points of Consultation with performance feedback resulted in a
decreasing trend with a slight increase on the last data point in this phase. The mean for
out of seat behaviors for Teacher B’s students in Consultation with performance feedback
was 22.24% with a range from 0% to 56.6%.
Follow-up. During Follow-up phase in Teacher B’s classroom, speaking without
permission remained below 15% which was significantly lower than during baseline.
Out of seat without permission was stable and measured at 10%.
Student Behaviors for Teacher C
Baseline. During Baseline some variability with an overall decreasing trend was
noted for Teacher C’s students with the targeted behavior of speaking without
permission. Although there was an overall decreasing trend in Baseline, all data pointes
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in Baseline were above 20% indicating that speaking without permission was a
consistently problematic behavior for Teacher C’s students. The mean for Teacher C’s
students for speaking without permission in Baseline was 40.28% with a range from 20%
to 70%. Figure 4 displays the two targeted student behaviors across all phases for
Teacher C’s students compared to Teacher C’s praise to correction ratios.
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Targeted student behaviors across phases for Teacher C.

Consultation only. Similar to Teacher A’s and Teacher B’s classrooms, Teacher
C’s students engaged in out of seat without permission behaviors at lower levels than
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speaking without permission throughout Baseline. Some variability began as an
increasing trend for three data points (peaking at 15%), followed by a decreasing trend
for 2 data points, and ended in an increase for the final data point which was equal to the
previous highest data point in the phase at 15%. Overall, Baseline data indicated that out
of seat behaviors for Teacher C’s students were only slightly problematic on two out of
seven observation sessions. It should be noted that the highest percentages of out of seat
behavior corresponded in the same observational sessions as the highest percentages of
speaking without permission during Baseline. The mean for Teacher C’s students for out
of seat without permission in Baseline was 6.64% with a range from 0% to 15%.
A visual inspection of Figure 6 revealed that there was an initial decrease from the last
data point in Baseline (37%) and the first data point in Consultation only (18%) for
speaking without permission for Teacher C’s students which occurred immediately
following the first consultation session with Teacher C. Overall, Consultation only
consisted of a decreasing trend with an increase in the last data point of the phase. The
majority of data points in Consultation only measured at lower percentage levels than all
data points measured during Baseline. The mean for Teacher C’s students for speaking
without permission in Consultation only was 12.4% with a range from 2% - 22%. In
Consultation only, out of seat without permission behaviors remained stable throughout
the phase with minimal incidences of out of seat behavior observed for Teacher C’s
students. The mean for Teacher C’s students for out of seat without permission in
Consultation only was 1.56% of observed intervals with a range from 0% to 3%.
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Consultation with performance feedback. In Consultation with performance
feedback, a huge increase occurred from the last data point in Consultation only (17%) to
the first data point in Consultation with performance feedback (73%). Some variability
was noted in this phase with speaking without permission for Teacher C’s students. The
mean for Teacher C’s students for speaking without permission in Consultation with
performance feedback was 38.2% with a range from 12% to 73%. Out of seat without
permission behaviors remained stable throughout the phase with minimal occurrences of
the behavior observe for Teacher C’s students in Consultation with performance
feedback. The mean for Teacher C’s students for out of seat without permission in
Consultation with performance feedback was 1.56% of observed intervals with a range
from 0% to 3%.
Follow-up. During Follow-up phase in Teacher C’s classroom, speaking without
permission remained below 10% (measured at 7% and 1.6%) which was significantly
lower than during Baseline. Out of seat without permission remained stable and
measured 0% and 1.6% indicating that out of seat behaviors continued to measure within
minimal occurrences.
Research Question Two: Changes in Students’ Disruptive Behavior Related to
Teacher Use of Behavior Specific Praise Statements
Research question two explores changes in students’ disruptive behaviors related to
changes in teacher use of behavior specific praise statements. A comparison of the
changes in the targeted student behaviors to changes in teacher praise to correction ratios
will be discussed below.
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Teacher A
Baseline. Teacher A’s praise to correction ratios during Baseline were measured
at the lowest levels of any phase. The praise to correction ratios were stable throughout
Baseline with Teacher A engaging in low rates of praise and high rates of corrections in
Baseline. Accordingly, Teacher A’s students attained the highest percentages of
engagement in speaking without permission in Baseline. Both speaking without
permission and out of seat behaviors for Teacher A’s students had the most variability
throughout Baseline.
Consultation only. During Consultation only, Teacher A had a slight increase in
praise to correction ratios. Teacher A’s students had an overall decrease in speaking
without permission, although some variability continued. The teacher’s slight increase in
praise to correction ratios also corresponded to an overall decrease in out of seat without
permission behaviors during Consultation only and stability for out of seat behaviors
increased. The mean for Teacher A’s praise to correction ratio in Consultation only
increased from 0.10:1 to 1.11:1. The mean for the student behaviors of speaking without
permission and out of seat without permission decreased to 25.92% and 5.2%,
respectively.
Consultation with performance feedback. Overall in Consultation with
performance feedback, Teacher A attained the highest levels of praise to correction ratios
of any phase, however, student behaviors in her classroom did not decrease accordingly
during the phase. Both student behaviors had some variability and an overall increase in
mean during Consultation with performance feedback. While Teacher A’s praise to
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correction ratio in Consultation with performance feedback increased to 3.87:1, the mean
for speaking without permission increased to 29/52% and the mean for out of seat
behaviors increased to 7.6%.
Follow-up. During Follow-up, Teacher A’s praise to correction ratios decreased
from Consultation with performance feedback, however, both data points in Follow-up
remained improved over all praise to correction ratios measured during Baseline.
Overall, in Follow-up, both student behaviors showed variability; however, speaking
without permission showed a decrease in the mean from Consultation with performance
feedback. Out of seat behaviors increased in the first observation of Follow-up, but
decreased to 0% in the second observation of Follow-up. In Follow-up, the mean for
Teacher A’s praise to correction ratio was 2.17:1 and the means for the student behaviors
speaking without permission and out of seat without permission were 14.1% and 8.3%,
respectively. Table 3 below displays the means for Teacher A’s praise to correction
ratios and targeted student behaviors by phase.
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Table 3
Means of Teacher A’s Praise to Correction Ratios and Targeted Student Behaviors by
Phase
Teacher A

Phase A

Phase B

Phase B+C

Follow-up

Praise to Correction Ratio

0.10:1

1.11:1

3.87:1

2.17:1

Speaking without
permission

37.4%

25.92%

29.52%

14.1%

Out of Seat without
permission

9.15%

5.2%

7.6%

8.3%

Teacher B
Baseline. Similar to Teacher A, Teacher B attained the lowest levels of praise to
correction ratios throughout Baseline with a mean of 0.33:1. Accordingly, Teacher B’s
students engaged in the highest levels of speaking without permission throughout
Baseline with a mean of 46.4%. Out of seat behaviors showed a decreasing trend
throughout Baseline with a mean of 14.65% for the phase. Although Teacher B’s praise
to correction ratios were at the lowest levels during the phase, the mean of the students’
out of seat behaviors also measured the lowest of any phase except Follow-up.
Consultation only. During Consultation only, Teacher B’s praise to correction
ratios increased from the previous phase with a mean of 2.23:1. More specifically,
during Consultation only, Teacher B’s praise to correction ratios increased initially and
then decreased slightly. The initial increase in teacher praise to correction ratios
corresponded to an initial decrease in speaking without permission. Then as Teacher B’s
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praise to correction ratios decreased slightly through the remainder of the phase, the
student behavior of speaking without permission increased. Out of seat behaviors during
Consultation only showed variability throughout the phase. The means for the student
behaviors of speaking without permission and out of seat without permission during
Consultation only were 29% and 24.56%, respectively. Overall for Consultation only,
Teacher B’s praise to correction ratios increased and the student behavior of speaking
without permission decreased; however, out of seat behaviors showed continued
variability.
Consultation with performance feedback. In Consultation with performance
feedback, the praise to correction ratios of Teacher B increased to their highest levels of
any phase. The mean for Teacher B’s praise to correction ratios during Consultation with
performance feedback increased significantly to 6.7:1. An overall decreasing trend was
noted for both student behaviors during Consultation with performance feedback. The
mean for speaking without permission decreased significantly to 10.2% and the mean for
out of seat behaviors during Consultation with performance feedback decreased slightly
to 22.24%.
Follow-up. During Follow-up, Teacher B’s praise to correction ratio decreased
slightly from the previous phase, however, the ratio continued to reach acceptable levels
and remained significantly higher than Baseline. Correspondingly, student behaviors
remained at significantly lower levels than during Baseline and became relatively stable.
The mean for Teacher B’s praise to correction ratio during Follow-up was 5.3:1 while the
means for Teacher B’s student behaviors of speaking without permission and out of seat
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were 13.3% and 10%, respectively. Table 4 displays a comparison of the means for
Teacher B’s praise to correction ratios and targeted student behaviors by phase.

Table 4
Means of Teacher B’s Praise to Correction Ratios and Targeted Student Behaviors by
Phase
Teacher B

Phase A

Phase B

Phase B+C

Follow-up

Praise to Correction Ratio

0.33:1

2.23:1

6.7:1

5.3:1

Speaking without
permission

46.40%

29.00%

10.20%

13.3%

Out of Seat without
permission

14.65%

24.56%

22.24%

10.0%

Teacher C
Baseline. During Baseline, Teacher C also demonstrated very low levels of
praise to correction ratios which remained stable throughout the phase. With a praise to
correction ratio mean of 0.07:1, Teacher C’s praise to correction ratios were the lowest of
all three teachers in Baseline. Teacher C’s students also engaged in high levels of
speaking without permission throughout Baseline, ranging from 20% to 70% with a mean
of 40.28%. The student behavior of out of seat without permission for Teacher C’s
students was not as problematic with a mean of 6.64%, however, the behavior was
variable throughout the phase. Overall during Baseline, Teacher C’s praise to correction
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ratios were at the lowest levels of any phase while means for both student behaviors were
at the highest levels of any phase.
Consultation only. In Consultation only, Teacher C had an immediate
significant increase in her praise to correction ratio which corresponded with immediate
decreases in both student behaviors. As Consultation only continued, Teacher C’s praise
to correction ratios followed a decreasing trend, however, the ratio remained higher than
Baseline throughout the phase. The mean for Teacher C’s praise to correction ratio in
Consultation only increased significantly to 5.7:1. Accordingly, both student behaviors
decreased throughout this phase. Speaking without permission decreased significantly to
a mean of 12.4% for Consultation only, although it displayed some variability. Out of
seat behaviors also decreased to a mean of 1.56% during Consultation only and remained
stable throughout the phase.
Consultation with performance feedback. In the beginning of Consultation
with performance feedback, Teacher C had a decrease in praise to correction ratio to the
lowest levels since Baseline for the first two observation sessions of the phase.
Accordingly, when Teacher C’s praise to correction ratio fell to 1:1 in the first
observation session, the student behavior of speaking without permission had an
extinction burst and increased to 73%, the highest level of any phase. Out of seat
behaviors continued to remain stable throughout the phase. In the last three observation
sessions of Consultation with performance feedback, Teacher C’s praise to correction
ratios increased significantly and remained either at or far above the praise to correction
ratio goal of 4:1. The mean for Consultation with performance feedback for Teacher C’s
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praise to correction ratio was 8.24:1 with ranges of 1:1 to 22:1. The means for the
student behaviors for speaking without permission and out of seat behaviors were 38.2%
and 1.56%, respectively.
Follow-up. In both Follow-up observations, Teacher C’s praise to correction
ratios decreased from the previous phase; however, remained higher than during
Baseline. Both student behaviors during Follow-up decreased and were significantly
lower. Teacher C’s praise to correction mean during Follow-up was 2:1 while the means
for the student behaviors speaking without permission of out of seat behaviors were 4.1%
and 0.8%, respectively. Table 5 displays a comparison of the means for Teacher C’s
praise to correction ratios and targeted student behaviors by phase.
Table 5
Means of Teacher C’s Praise to Correction Ratios and Targeted Student Behaviors by
Phase
Teacher C

Phase A

Phase B

Phase B+C

Follow-up

Praise to Correction Ratio

0.07:1

5.7:1

8.24:1

2:1

Speaking without
permission

40.28%

12.4%

38.2%

4.1%

Out of Seat without
permission

6.64%

1.56%

1.56%

0.8%
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Percentage of Non-Overlapping Data
Combined with the visual analysis, the PND was calculated for each teacher in an
effort to further determine the effectiveness of the treatment. PND was calculated for
each treatment phase. To determine the PND of this study, the total number of data
points in each treatment phase that exceeded the single highest data point in Baseline was
divided by the total number of data points in the treatment phase and multiplied by 100.
This number represents the percentage of non-overlapping data. As previously reported,
Scruggs and Mastropieri (1998) provided suggestions for interpretation of PND. PND
can range from 0% to 100%. A PND percentage of greater than 70% is considered an
effective treatment, a percentage between 50% to 69% is considered a questionable
effective treatment, and a percentage at or below 49% is considered an ineffective
treatment (Hunley & McNamara, 2010; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1998). Table 6 contains
the PND by teacher and includes the range of non-overlapping data of praise to correction
ratios for the current study. Overall, the PND for both intervention phases for Teachers
A, B, and C was 100% which suggests that the treatment for all three teachers is
considered to be effective.
Table 6
PND by Teacher
Teacher

Phase B

Phase B+C

Effectiveness

Teacher A

100%

100%

Effective treatment

Teacher B

100%

100%

Effective treatment

Teacher C

100%

100%

Effective treatment
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Inter-observer Agreement
As explained in Chapter Three, inter-observer agreement was collected during 35% of
all observation sessions. Interobserver agreement collected data on the measurement of
teacher praise to correction ratios and the two targeted student behaviors of speaking
without permission and out of seat without permission during 43%, 33%, and 30% of
observation sessions for Teachers A, B, and C. Table 7 displays the results of interobserver agreement by teacher.
Table 7
Percentage of Inter-observer Agreement by Teacher
Teacher

Praise to Correction Ratio

Speaking without Permission

Out of Seat

Teacher A

83%

80%

83%

Teacher B

80%

40%

60%

Teacher C

80%

100%

80%

Regarding teacher praise to correction ratios, inter-observer agreement was attained in
83% of observations for Teacher A and in 80% of observations for Teachers B and C.
With the targeted student behaviors, inter-observer agreement was attained in 80% of
observations with speaking without permission and 83% of observations for out of seat
without permission for Teacher A, 40% of observations with speaking without
permission and 60% of observations with out of seat without permission for Teacher B,
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and 100% of observations with speaking without permission and 80% of observations for
out of seat without permission for Teacher C.
Inter-scorer Agreement
Inter-scorer agreement, as previously explained, was calculated for praise to
correction ratios and percentages of students’ disruptive behaviors as measured on all
observations. The researcher randomly selected 35% of all Frequency Recording Data
Collection Forms for each teacher which were equally distributed across all phases.
Inter-scorer agreement was calculated at 100% for all Frequency Recording Data
Collection Forms.
Treatment Acceptability
Each teacher in this study completed a modified version of the IRP-15; Martens et al.,
1985) at the conclusion of the study to assess the acceptability rating of the intervention.
The IRP-15 (see Appendix B) is a reliable (Chronbach alpha = .98, Martens et al., 1985)
one-factor, 15-item Likert-type scale that assesses the general acceptability of
interventions. Scores on the IRP-15 can range from 15 – 90 with higher scores indicating
a greater level of acceptability. Ratings above 52.50 are considered acceptable (Von
Brock & Elliott, 1987).
Acceptability scores from each teacher ranged from scores of 86 to 90 (Mean = 88)
out of a maximum possible score of 90, indicating a high level of intervention
acceptability. The mean item rating across all teachers was 4.3 (of 6) with Teachers A
and B agreeing to strongly agreeing with each item (ratings of 5 or 6). Teacher C scored
all items with a rating of 6, strongly agree, except for item 10, which received a rating of
101

2, disagree. This item stated that the classroom management techniques used in the
intervention were consistent with those used in the past.

Overall, all three teachers

strongly agreed that the use of behavior specific praise techniques was helpful in
managing their classrooms more effectively, that behavior specific praise was easy to
implement, and that they believed the intervention was beneficial to them.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

The purpose of the current study was to evaluate the effectiveness of two consultation
models (e.g., Consultation Only and Consultation with Performance Feedback) in
remediating teachers’ use of behavior specific praise and the resulting effects on student
disruptive behavior in the classroom. The results of the present study are discussed in
this chapter. First, findings related to the research questions are discussed while the
chapter concludes with a discussion of limitations and future research.
Overview of Findings
Research Question One -Teacher Praise to Correction Ratios
In all three teachers, the delivery of correction statements exceeded praise statements
delivered in every observation in Baseline. Following the first consultation session of
Phase B, Consultation only, all three teachers increased the delivery of praise statements.
Teachers B and C delivered more praise statements than correction statements in every
observation in Consultation only phase. Teacher A delivered praise statements that either
equaled or exceeded the number of correction statements delivered in all but one of the
observations in Consultation only. Although praise statements increased, the use of
correction statements continued to remain high in all three teachers. Because of the
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continued high level of correction statements in all three teachers in Consultation only, a
reduction in the number of correction statements issued in addition to a continued
increase in the delivery of praise statements was emphasized to the teachers in the second
consultation session. As a result, Teachers A and B reduced the delivery of correction
statements in Phase B+C, Consultation with performance feedback, while continuing to
deliver increased praise statements. This reduction in correction statement delivery
assisted with the improvement of the teachers’ overall praise to correction ratios in
Consultation with performance feedback. With the addition of performance feedback,
each teacher maintained higher praise to correction ratios than with Consultation Only in
Phase B.
While Teacher C initially attained the highest increase in the delivery of praise
statement in Consultation only with a praise to correction ratio of 16:1, she delivered low
levels of praise statements for the first two observational sessions of Consultation with
performance feedback. It should be noted that an extraneous variable may have
contributed to her sudden reduction in the delivery of praise statements. Immediately
prior to beginning Consultation with performance feedback, Teacher C received braces
on her teeth which she reported as being painful when speaking. As a result, during the
first two observational sessions of Consultation with performance feedback, Teacher C
had limited verbal communication with her students. This extraneous variable may have
had a deleterious effect on her praise to correction ratios for the first two sessions of
Consultation with performance feedback, dropping to 1.2:1 and 1:1, respectively.
However, by the third observation with receipt of visual graphic performance feedback,
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she resumed vocal communication with her class and increased her praise to correction
ratio to 13:1. With continued performance feedback, she was able to maintain praise to
correction ratios close to the 4:1 goal throughout the remainder of the phase.
The overall praise to correction goal for each teacher was set at 4:1, although
increased praises over corrections was encouraged. Although research varies on what
praise to correction ratio is most effective in decreasing student disruptions in the
classroom, a review of treatment integrity literature revealed that researchers recommend
guidelines for acceptable praise to correction ratios as a range from 4:1 to 8:1 (Myers,
Simonsen, & Sugai, 2011). However, in their research, Pisacreta, Tincani, Connell, and
Axelrod (2011) found that an increased praise to correction ratio of 1:1 by teachers who
historically provided little praise was effective in reducing student disruptions. In the
twelve observations of Consultation only, Consultation with performance feedback, and
Follow-up, Teacher A attained the praise to correction goal of 4:1 or higher in three of
the twelve observations while Teachers B and C each attained the praise to correction
goal of 4:1 or higher in five of the twelve observations. However, in the same twelve
observations, Teacher A was able to improve her praise to correction ratio to at least 1:1
in ten of the twelve observations while Teachers B and C each improved their praise to
correction ratio to at least 1:1 in all twelve observations.
Research question one asks if there will be sustained changes in teacher use of
behavior specific praise statements as measured by praise to correction ratios based on
the type of consultation. Regarding this question, all three teachers showed greater
improvement in praise to correction ratios in Consultation with Performance Feedback.
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All three teachers initially increased their praise to correction ratios in Consultation Only;
however, as this phase continued, data revealed a downward trend in Teachers B and C
for the remainder of Consultation only. While Teacher A’s data showed a slight upward
trend at the end of Consultation only, overall her praise to correction ratios in this phase
were lower than her praise to correction ratios in Consultation with performance
feedback. Although data was more variable with performance feedback in Consultation
with performance feedback, all three teachers demonstrated higher levels of praise to
correction ratios throughout the phase indicating that Consultation with Performance
Feedback was more favorable to creating sustained changes in teacher use of behavior
specific praise statements. Refer to Table 1 for a comparison of praise to correction ratio
means per teacher by phase. These findings are consistent to previous research studies
(Witt et al., 1997; Noell et al., 2000; Noell et al., 2005; Reinke, Lewis-Palmer, & Merrell,
2008; Pisacreta et al., 2011) in which the use of performance feedback was found to be
more effective than consultation alone in increasing and maintaining teacher skill levels.
Research Question Two -Changes in Student Behaviors Compared to Teacher
Praise to Correction Ratios
A visual inspection of graphic data revealed that the students of Teachers A and C had
variability throughout all phases in the targeted student behavior of speaking without
permission. Teacher C had a marked decrease overall in speaking without permission in
Consultation only; however, in the first two observations of Consultation with
performance feedback, there was a sharp increase in the behavior. As previously
mentioned, it is hypothesized that this increase is due to an extinction burst as Teacher C
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provided minimal vocal communication, including little praise or correction, with her
students in those observations due to illness.
Teacher B’s students showed improvement in speaking without permission in
Consultation only that resulted in an overall decreased level for the phase. As Teacher B
continued to improve praise to correction ratios in Consultation with performance
feedback, her students, accordingly, demonstrated an overall decreasing trend in speaking
without permission that resulted in the lowest mean for this behavior of all three teachers.
By contrast, Teacher C’s students demonstrated an increase in speaking without
permission in the last observation of Consultation with performance feedback despite her
corresponding 4:1 praise to correction ratio. It should be noted that the last observation
of this phase for Teacher C’s classroom was conducted on the day before Christmas
break when elementary students are traditionally more excited about the holiday.
Regarding out of seat without permission behavior, a visual analysis revealed
variability throughout Consultation only, Consultation with performance feedback, and
Follow-up for the students of Teacher A and B; however, it should be noted that in
Teacher A’s classroom, out of seat behavior during these phases was limited to the same
student. Additionally, Teacher B expressed to the researcher during feedback sessions
that she did not mind students getting out of their seats without permission to get needed
supplies and preferred to not have students keep needed supplies (i.e., crayons, markers,
scissors, paper) at their desks. As such, the students in Teacher B’s classroom often left
their seats without permission during instruction to go to their backpacks located on a
wall to retrieve supplies. This resulted in increased out of seat behaviors being measured
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for Teacher B’s students. A visual inspection of graphic data revealed that Teacher C’s
students engaged in low and stable levels of out of seat without permission behavior
throughout Consultation only, Consultation with performance feedback, and Follow-up.
Overall, of the two targeted student behaviors, speaking without permission showed
more improvement than out of seat behaviors. It is hypothesized that speaking without
permission received more direct reinforcement through the use of verbal praise than out
of seat behaviors. For example, when a student raised his hand to speak, the teacher
immediately praised the student for raising his hand (e.g., “Glenn, thank you for raising
your hand! What do you want?”). However, if the student raised his hand to ask
permission to get out of his seat, the teacher only praised the behavior of asking
permission to speak. Because asking permission to speak was reinforced more than
staying in seat or asking permission to get out of seat, it is hypothesized that the lack of
direct praise and reinforcement contributed to less correspondence between out of seat
behaviors and teacher praise to correction ratios.
Research question two asks if there were changes in students’ disruptive behaviors
related to changes in teacher use of behavior specific praise statements. Teacher A’s
students had continued variability throughout all phases with both targeted student
behaviors. Refer to Table 3 to review the means of Teacher A’s praise to correction
ratios and student behaviors across phases.
In Consultation only, Teacher A had an increase in praise to correction ratios from
Baseline and correspondingly, there was a decrease noted in both out of seat and
speaking without permission behaviors. However, in Consultation with performance
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feedback, as Teacher A continued to increase praise to correction ratios, both targeted
student behaviors also increased. Overall, Teacher A’s targeted student behaviors
remained lower in both intervention phases than in Baseline and correspond to higher
praise to correction ratios of Teacher A in both intervention phases.
There was a direct correspondence between the student behavior of speaking without
permission and Teacher B’s use of behavior specific praise statements. As Teacher B’s
praise to correction ratio initially improved at the beginning of Consultation only,
speaking without permission student behaviors decreased. Accordingly, as Teacher B’s
praise to correction ratios decreased as Consultation only continued, then speaking
without permission behaviors also decreased. Variability in out of seat behaviors
throughout the phases prevented a direct correspondence to changes in Teacher B’s praise
to correction ratios. As previously stated, asking permission to get out of seat was rarely
directly reinforced with behavior specific praise in Teacher B’s classroom and thus may
have contributed to its lack of relationship between the two. However, Table 4 shows a
correspondence between Teacher B’s praise to correction ratios and the student behavior
of speaking without permission.
In Teacher C’s classroom, speaking without permission corresponded directly to
increases and decreases in the teacher use of behavior specific praise. As Teacher C’s
praise to correction ratio increased, the student behavior of speaking without permission
decreased. A sudden withdrawal of verbal communication, including praise statements,
during the first two observational sessions of Consultation with performance feedback
directly related to an extinction burst of increase in speaking without permission during
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the same sessions. When Teacher B resumed verbal communication and increased
behavior specific praise statements, the student behavior of speaking without permission
decreased immediately. Out of seat behavior was variable throughout Baseline and
ranged from 0% to 15%. As teacher C initially increased her praise to correction ratio in
Consultation only, out of seat behaviors decreased to 1.6%. Out of seat behavior became
stable and remained between 0% and 3% for the remainder of the intervention phases.
An increase in Teacher C’s praise to correction ratios from Baseline through intervention
phases corresponded directly with the stability and low levels of incidence of out of seat
behavior. A visual inspection of graphic data in figure 4 allows for a visual comparison
of the changes in student behavior related to changes in Teacher C’s use of behavior
specific praise.
Overall, changes in both of Teacher C’s targeted student behaviors related to changes
in teacher use of behavior specific praise statements. For Teacher B, changes in speaking
without permission were related to changes in teacher use of behavior specific praise
statements. Continued variability in both student behaviors across phases prevented a
relationship between changes in student behaviors and changes in Teacher A’s use of
behavior specific praise statements. However, overall, an examination of the means of
each phase revealed that all three teachers improved their use of behavior specific praise
statements and all teacher classrooms decreased the incidence of targeted student
disruptive behaviors in intervention phases from Baseline. These findings are similar to
the findings of Pisacreta et al., (2011) and Dufrene et al., (2014). Also similar to the
findings of Dufrene et al. (2014), there were occasional spikes in student disruptive
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behaviors that were seemingly unrelated to the levels of behavior specific praise
delivered by the teacher. In this study, it is hypothesized those increases may be the
result of extraneous variables (i.e., observations prior to holiday breaks) or the inherent
higher degree of variability in behavior of children with more severe behavior challenges.
Limitations of Study
The current study revealed that teachers improved their use of behavior specific
praise with both consultation models; however, higher levels of improvement were
attained and sustained during consultation with performance feedback. Additionally, the
current study found that student disruptive behaviors decreased with teachers’ increased
use of behavior specific praise in the classroom. There are, however, several limitations
of the study to consider.
Although the percentage of PND indicated that the intervention was an effective
treatment, the small number of participants used in the study may not be representative of
a larger population. Additionally, the participants in the study were limited to elementary
school general education teachers. Therefore, the results may not generalize to different
teacher and student populations (i.e., middle and high school teachers and student, special
education teachers and students).
Secondly, the time period in which data were collected for this study may have
negatively impacted teacher and student performance. In this study, observations
occurred daily in each teacher’s classroom over the four week period between
Thanksgiving and Christmas holiday breaks. Because observations were occurring daily,
that left little time between observation sessions for teachers to practice the skill of
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increasing the use of verbal praise for appropriate student behavior. If provided more
time between observations, teachers would have had more opportunities for skill
rehearsal, thus allowing students more practice opportunities to acquire appropriate
replacement behaviors.
Additionally, the low percentage of inter-observer agreement with student disruptive
behaviors in Teacher B’s classroom is a limiting factor in the results. Although interobserver agreement observations were completed using the same two researchers for all
three teachers, the physical arrangement of Teacher B’s classroom made data collection
of student behaviors more challenging than in the other two classrooms. In Teacher B’s
classroom, the desk arrangement of the students covered a wider expanse of space across
the room than in the other two classrooms. This physical arrangement of the students
restricted being able to view all students simultaneously. Additionally, Teacher B
preferred to keep the overhead lights in her classroom turned off during the majority of
instruction creating a dimly lit environment and also limited observational viewing.
These factors made observation of student behaviors more challenging. Because the
operational definition of speaking without permission included any time a student was
observed speaking without permission and excluded any requirement of an auditory
component (i.e., the observer did not have to hear the vocalization to record its
occurrence, the observer only had to observe the student’s mouth moving) then the
dimness of the lighting in the room and the difficulty keeping the majority of the students
simultaneously in the observer’s line of sight may have added to the challenges of
accuracy for Teacher B’s classroom. While a student being out of his seat was visually
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easier to detect in one’s peripheral vision field and in a dimly lit classroom, out of seat
behaviors in Teacher B’s classroom had an improved percentage of agreement than
speaking without permission; however, both of the targeted student behaviors were more
difficult to detect accurately due to the physical classroom environment.
Another contributing factor to lowered inter-observer agreement for Teacher B’s
student behaviors may be related to the frequency of the behaviors. Anecdotal
information gathered on each teacher and her students indicated that Teacher B’s
classroom contained the highest number of students that were receiving Tier 2 and Tier 3
interventions for behavior. In a comparison of all three classrooms of students, Teacher
B’s students engaged in a higher percentage of disruptive student behaviors than the other
two classrooms of students. More frequent engagement in disruptive behaviors coupled
with the challenges of visual detection (i.e., dim lighting and expansive student desk
placement) may have been contributing factors in the lack of inter-observer agreement
and may also have led to more conservative estimates of student behaviors for Teacher
B’s students. Finally, it should be noted that in the daily observation of the teachers,
Teacher B was always observed last in the rotation and therefore, observer fatigue may
have also been a contributing factor to lowered percentages of inter-observer agreement
for Teacher B’s classroom.
Future Research
Although research in recent years has increased in the importance of the use of verbal
praise in effectively managing student behavior, there is still much that needs to be
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explored. Recommendations for future research for increasing efficacy in research design
and utility within the school setting will be discussed.
In the current study, observations were conducted daily in each teacher’s classroom.
As such, little time was allotted between observations for teachers to practice the skill of
increasing their use of behavior specific praise. With less practice, students received less
exposure to behavior specific praise and thus, reinforcement of appropriate replacement
behaviors was diminished. By increasing time between observations, teachers would
have more opportunities for skill rehearsal. Future researchers should explore if
increasing time between observations has any effect on the rate and level of change in
teacher praise to correction ratios and the resulting outcome of students.
In relation to consultation models, this study conducted a comparison of the models
consultation only and consultation with performance feedback. Consultation that
includes in-vivo training has also been researched as an effective consultation model
(Dufrene et al., 2014). Future researchers should compare a consultation model with invivo training to a consultation model with performance feedback to determine which may
be more effective.
As all teachers participating in the current study were elementary school teachers,
future research involving generalization studies in higher grade levels such as middle
school and high school should be explored. In addition to generalization to other grade
levels, studying the effects of behavior specific praise on other student populations
should also be explored. Other student populations could include special education

114

students with severe behavior challenges, students with emotional disabilities, and
alternative school students.
Summary and Implications
As previously mentioned, the purpose of the study was to evaluate the effectiveness of
two consultation models in remediating teachers’ use of behavior specific praise and
measure the outcome effects on student disruptive behavior within their classrooms.
Through analysis of data collected in the study, the results revealed that all three teachers
increased their use of behavior specific praise in both models, Consultation Only and
Consultation with Performance Feedback; however, Consultation with Performance
Feedback was found to be more effective in raising teacher praise to correction ratios to
higher levels and maintaining the increased levels across the phase. Although teacher
praise to correction ratios decreased with the removal of performance feedback in followup observation sessions, teacher praise to correction ratios continued to remain higher
than 1:1 indicating continued improvement over baseline. While student behaviors were
variable with one teacher, in two teachers’ classrooms the student behavior of speaking
without permission corresponded directly to the teacher’s use of behavior specific praise.
Additionally, based on the means of each phase, both targeted student disruptive
behaviors for all teachers decreased overall from baseline with increased teacher praise to
correction ratios in intervention phases.
These results have three important implications for best practices in classroom
management. First, the current study contributes to the literature of previous research
demonstrating the effectiveness of performance feedback in consultation. Secondly, this
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study supports previous research promoting the positive effects of teacher praise in
remediating disruptive student behaviors. Finally, although most literature recommends
praise to correcting from 4:1 to 8:1, the results of this study demonstrated that an increase
in praise to correction ratios to as little as 1:1 may positively impact disruptive student
behaviors in the classroom.
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APPENDIX A: Frequency Recording Data Collection Form
Teacher Behaviors
Teacher: _____________________
Observer: ____________________
__________

Date:____________________
Start/Stop time: _________
(15 minutes)

Teacher Behaviors: P = Praise statement, C = Correction statement
(Place tally marks under each column to record each occurrence of behavior)
Teacher:
Praise (P)
Correction (C)

Operational definitions:
Praise: any comment delivered by the teacher that
indicates the student or group of students are
engaging in appropriate classroom behavior or
following the classroom rules. Examples: “Thank
you for being prepared by opening your book to
page 34.”, “I like the way you are sitting quietly.”
Correction: any verbal comment delivered by the
teacher that directs a student or group of students to
stop engaging in disruptive behavior or for not
following classroom rules or teacher directives.
Examples: “Stop talking.”, “You do not have
permission to be out of your seat…go sit down!”,
“You are not finishing your assignment…get back
to work!”

Total number of praise statements = _____________
Total number of correction statements = ____________
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Session Praise to Correction Ratio: ______________

Student Behaviors
Student Behaviors
Teacher: _____________________
Observer: ____________________
00:1 00:2 00:3 00:4 00:5
0
0
0
0
0

11:0
0

11:1
0

Date:______________
Phase:_________
Start/Stop time: ___ / ___
11:2 11:3 11:4 11:5 22:00
0
0
0
0

22:1
0

22:2
0

22:3
0

22:4
0

22:5
0

33:0
0

33:1
0

33:2
0

33:3
0

33:4
0

33:5
0

44:00

44:1
0

44:2
0

44:3
0

44:4
0

44:5
0

55:0
0

55:1
0

55:2
0

55:3
0

55:4
0

55:5
0

66:00

66:1
0

66:2
0

66:3
0

66:4
0

66:5
0

77:0
0

77:1
0

77:2
0

77:3
0

77:4
0

77:5
0

88:00

88:1
0

88:2
0

88:3
0

88:4
0

88:5
0

99:0
0

99:1
0

99:2
0

99:3
0

99:4
0

99:5
0

110:0
0

Operational definitions:
T = Talking/Speaking without permission: any vocalizations (i.e., blurt outs, talking to others, singing
squeals, etc.) during instruction that are made by students without raising their hand to ask permission to
speak.
OS = Out of seat without permission: any time a child’s buttocks or legs are not in contact with his seat for
more than 3 seconds without asking permission to leave seat.
Total number of Student disruptive behaviors: ________
Talking = _________

Out of Seat = ________
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APPENDIX B
INTERVENTION RATING PROFILE
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APPENDIX C
CONSULTATION SESSION HANDOUTS
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Teacher A – Consultation Session
I.

Strengths
a. Enthusiasm when teaching (tone of voice, vocab words-ooo, ohohoh)
b. Pace of instruction
c. Organization of materials
d. Use of points for reinforcing groups

II.

Baseline data for student behavior
a. Talking without permission is most consistent disruptive behavior
b. Ways to address it:
i. Review class rules prior to activity
ii. Preface every question to class with either “Raise your hand and
tell me….” Or “Everybody, tell me….” – Teach this to the class
iii. Provide immediate verbal praise frequently when kids are raising
their hands (“Good job raising your hand!” , “Thanks for raising
your hand!”
iv. Do not answer kids who ask you questions without raising their
hands. If they ask you a question without raising their hand, give
them a nonverbal signal to raise their hand and when they do,
IMMEDIATELY praise the hand raising and answer the question.

III.

Importance of Verbal Praise in changing behavior
a. Studies show that Praise is more effective than correction in positively
changing student behavior
i. Classrooms in which teachers use higher rates of reprimand tend to
have higher rates of student misbehavior (attention seeking kids)
ii. Positive reinforcement is a natural principle of behavior
iii. Increases student on-task behavior
iv. Increases student grades/academic performance (intrinsic
motivation among students)
v. Decreases student failures
b. Praise to Correction Ratios – Optimal 4:1, or 6 to 8 : 1
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Praise

Correction

IV.

Current Baseline Praise to Correction Ratio (See graph)

V.

Effective Praise
a. Short, specific, enthusiastic tone of voice
“good job” VS “good
answer”
b. “Good job raising your hand!”, “I like how you are working quietly!”,
“Good following directions!”
c. Always pair nonverbal reinforcement (Points) with a verbal praise

VI.

Effective corrections
a. Short, unemotional tone of voice, few words
b. After correction, try to immediately praise the behavior if they stop doing
what you corrected them on. (Proximity Praise)
“Raise your hand”….(if he then raises his hand), “Thank you for raising
your hand!”

VII.

How to increase Praise
a. Every time you give a direction, issue praise to those following it
b. If someone is not following the rules, praise those students who are sitting
close to them who are following the rules. (Proximity Praise)
c. If you have to correct someone, then once they stop what they were doing
wrong, IMMEDIATELY issue praise for following directions.
d. When student behavior is going badly, instead of using more corrections,
increase praise statements (The more you use correction, the worse it will
get. The more you praise, the better the behavior will get!)

NEXT 5 OBSERVATIONS: Concentrate on increasing amount of praise
statements delivered.
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Teacher B – Consultation Session
I.

Strengths
a. Interesting and fun activities (obviously planned out lessons)
b. Pace of instruction
c. Organization of materials
d. Use of points for reinforcing groups
e. Clearly trying different things to try to more effectively manage behavior

II.

Baseline data for student behavior
a. Talking without permission is most consistent disruptive behavior
b. Ways to address it:
i. Review class rules prior to activity
ii. Preface every question to class with either “Raise your hand and
tell me….” Or “Everybody, tell me….” – Teach this to the class
iii. Provide immediate verbal praise frequently when kids are raising
their hands (“Good job raising your hand!” , “Thanks for raising
your hand!”
iv. Do not answer kids who ask you questions without raising their
hands. If they ask you a question without raising their hand, give
them a nonverbal signal to raise their hand and when they do,
IMMEDIATELY praise the hand raising and answer the question.

III.

Importance of Verbal Praise in changing behavior
a. Studies show that Praise is more effective than correction in positively
changing student behavior
i. Classrooms in which teachers use higher rates of reprimand tend to
have higher rates of student misbehavior (attention seeking kids)
ii. Positive reinforcement is a natural principle of behavior
iii. Increases student on-task behavior
iv. Increases student grades/academic performance (intrinsic
motivation among students)
v. Decreases student failures
b. Praise to Correction Ratios – Optimal 4:1, or 6 to 8 : 1
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Correction

Praise

IV.

Current Baseline Praise to Correction Ratio (See graph)

V.

Effective Praise
a. Short, specific, enthusiastic tone of voice
“good job” VS “good
answer”
b. “Good job raising your hand!”, “I like how you are working quietly!”,
“Good following directions!”
c. Always pair nonverbal reinforcement (Points) with a verbal praise

VI.

Effective corrections
a. Short, unemotional tone of voice, few words
b. After correction, try to immediately praise the behavior if they stop doing
what you corrected them on. (Proximity Praise)
“Raise your hand”….(if he then raises his hand), “Thank you for raising
your hand!”
c. Don’t phrase correction as a question. “Why are you digging in your
desk?”
d. “Flat tire….SHHHHH!” – not specific and currently, they don’t appear to
equate it with stopping talking or focusing their attention. This group
needs more direct & specific correction.

VII.

How to increase Praise
a. Every time you give a direction, issue praise to those following it
b. If someone is not following the rules, praise those students who are sitting
close to them who are following the rules. (Proximity Praise)
c. If you have to correct someone, then once they stop what they were doing
wrong, IMMEDIATELY issue praise for following directions.
d. When student behavior is going badly, instead of using more corrections,
increase praise statements (The more you use correction, the worse it will
get. The more you praise, the better the behavior will get!)
e. NEXT 5 OBSERVATIONS: Concentrate on increasing amount of praise
statements delivered.
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Teacher C – Consultation Session
I.

Strengths
a. Pace of instruction
b. Organization of materials / planned instruction activities
c. Use of points/tickets for reinforcing groups

II.

Baseline data for student behavior
a. Talking without permission is most consistent disruptive behavior
b. Ways to address it:
v. Review class rules prior to activity
vi. Preface every question to class with either “Raise your hand and
tell me….” Or “Everybody, tell me….” – Teach this to the class
vii. Provide immediate verbal praise frequently when kids are raising
their hands (“Good job raising your hand!” , “Thanks for raising
your hand!”
viii.
Do not answer kids who ask you questions without raising
their hands. If they ask you a question without raising their hand,
give them a nonverbal signal to raise their hand and when they do,
IMMEDIATELY praise the hand raising and answer the question.

III.

Importance of Verbal Praise in changing behavior
a. Studies show that Praise is more effective than correction in positively
changing student behavior
i. Classrooms in which teachers use higher rates of reprimand tend to
have higher rates of student misbehavior (attention seeking kids)
ii. Positive reinforcement is a natural principle of behavior
iii. Increases student on-task behavior
iv. Increases student grades/academic performance (intrinsic
motivation among students)
v. Decreases student failures
b. Praise to Correction Ratios – Optimal 4:1, or 6 to 8 : 1
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Praise

Correction

IV.

Current Baseline Praise to Correction Ratio (See graph)

V.

Effective Praise
a. Short, specific, enthusiastic tone of voice
“good job” VS “good
answer”
b. “Good job raising your hand!”, “I like how you are working quietly!”,
“Good following directions!”
c. Always pair nonverbal reinforcement (Points) with a verbal praise

VI.

Effective corrections
a. Short, unemotional tone of voice, few words
b. After correction, try to immediately praise the behavior if they stop doing
what you corrected them on. (Proximity Praise)
“Raise your hand”….(if he then raises his hand), “Thank you for raising
your hand!”

VII.

How to increase Praise
a. Every time you give a direction, issue praise to those following it
b. If someone is not following the rules, praise those students who are sitting
close to them who are following the rules. (Proximity Praise)
c. If you have to correct someone, then once they stop what they were doing
wrong, IMMEDIATELY issue praise for following directions.
d. When student behavior is going badly, instead of using more corrections,
increase praise statements (The more you use correction, the worse it will
get. The more you praise, the better the behavior will get!)

NEXT 5 OBSERVATIONS: Concentrate on increasing amount of praise
statements delivered.
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TEACHER BAR GRAPHS OF PRAISES AND CORRECTIONS
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25
20
15
10
5
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Praises
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Teacher C - Praises and Corrections
30

Baseline

Consultation Only

25
20
15
10
5
0

Praises

Corrections
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Consultation with
performance feedback
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Informed Consent Form for Participation in Research
Title of Research Study: Effectiveness of Consultation Models on Teachers’ Use
of Behavior Specific Praise and Student Disruptive Behavior
Researcher(s): Rebecca Roberts, M.S., Doctoral Candidate in School Psychology,
Mississippi State University
Procedures: I would like to ask you to participate in a research study. The purpose of
this study is to determine the effectiveness of consultation methods in increasing and
maintaining acceptable levels of teacher performance in effective praise to correction
ratios as part of effective classroom management. The resulting effects on treatment
integrity and student behavior outcomes will be measure for each behavioral
consultation method in the applied setting. Through a series of classroom observations,
praise to correction ratios and student disruptive behavior will be measured. Each
teacher participating in the research will be provided with a consultation session that will
provide information and techniques for effectively managing classrooms during
instruction in an effort to reduce inappropriate student behaviors. At the completion of
the study you will be asked to complete a brief questionnaire about your experience in
the study that will take approximately 5 minutes to complete.
Questions: If you have any questions about this research project, please feel free to
contact Rebecca Roberts by phone at 337-349-5050 or by email at rfr1977@gmail.com.
Voluntary Participation: Please understand that your participation is voluntary. Your
refusal to participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise
entitled. You may discontinue your participation at any time without penalty or loss of
benefits.

Confidentiality: All information regarding you and your students will remain
confidential and any identifying information will be removed from the study.
Please take all the time you need to read through this document and decide whether
you would like to participate in this research study.
If you agree to participate in this research study, please sign below. You will be given a copy
of this form for your records.
________________________________
Participant Signature

__________
Date

________________________________
Investigator Signature

__________
Date

t
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